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© NO MIRACLE 


“God has performed a miracle; the testi- 
mony of our representatives has not been in 
vain; our former opponents have been con- 
vinced of the truth of our doctrine.” 


Utteranees such as these were heard on the 
floor of the St. Louis Convention in 1938, -and 
they convinced many for the time being that 
they should aceept the A.L.C. Declaration as 
satisfactory. 

But our opponents have never said that they 
have changed their position. Nor could they 
truthfully say so. On the contrary, they have 
urgently requested our Missouri Synod Union 
Committee to abstain from such language as 
would declare the doctrinal position of the 
Missouri Synod to have proven superior to that 
of the American Lutheran Church, and rightly 
so. For, to any one familiar with the original 
fowan position and occasional changes in their 
mode of expressing their ideas, it is evident 
that during the whole union movement, since 
the year 1920 up to this day, Towan ‘“theol- 
ogv” has scored one success after another. 

One will never see this if one starts out 
with the erroncous assumption that the ex- 
pressions “doctrine,” “theology,” “open ques- 
tions,” and others have exactly the same mean- 
ing in the phraseology of the A.L.C. that they 
have in ours, If this were the case, then in- 
deed, a certain change in the doctrinal posi- 
tion of the A.L.C, could not be denied. But 
things look entirely different when we take 
all expressions used by the A.L.C. in the sense 
in which this Church itself takes them. 


From the very beginning Iowans have de- 
clared that their synod refuse to identify itself 
with any theological school, and that the ten- 
ets of the various theological schools should 
never be considered divisive of echurch-fellow- 
ship. What do they mean by “theological 
schools’? They use this expression in the 
sense of theologians of the 19th century, who 
defined theology as a seience in the ordinary 
sense of the word, a science which is occu- 
pied with questions beyond Scripture doc- 
trines that have been accepted by the (Luth- 
eran) Church. : 

From this resulted the Towan open question 
theory, according to which all doctrinal dif- 
ferences which in the past were controversial 
between ‘Missouri and Iowa were merely con- 
sidered as so many results of different ““theo- 
logical” thinking, which should never disturb 
the unity of the Church. 

After dropping their original definition of 
open questions as points of doctrine which the 
Church has not yet decided in her Confes- 
sions, this term was defined, by them as stand- 
ing for ‘“non-divisive. differences’, which de- 
finition is also essentially faulty and has be- 
come the cause of many misunderstandings, 
But this open question theory enabled the 
Iowa Synod to lay the blame for division at 
the door of the Misouri Synod, whieh denicd 
Towa chureh-fellowship in spite of essential 
doctrinal unity, merely on account of, “theo- 
logical” differences, according to its conten- 
tion. 

Realizing that. even their modified defini- 
tion of the term “open questions” was inade- 
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quate, Iowans repeatedly declared that they 
were ready to drop the expression if only 
they remained free to retain their underly- 
ing principle, viz., a distinction between doc- 
trines of faith in which unity is necessary and 
other doctrines which can not he thus regard- 
ed and concerning which differing opinions 
must therefore be granted equal rights with- 
in the Church, Still, not only this principle, 
but also the expression “open questions’ re- 
mained in use long after 1867, also on the 
part of Iowans, Aside from: many other in- 
stances which might be cited, Dr. Deindoer- 
fer as late as 1904 still used the term “open 
questions” in an article of the Kirchliche 
Zeitschrift, setting forth differences between 
Missouri and Iowa, (Cp. L. u, W., 1904, p. 
440.) The assertion that Lowa dropped its 
open question theory in 1867 is, therefore, 
historically incorrect.* 


Nor docs the fact that the term ‘open 
questions” is seldom used at present mean 
that the false principle underlying it on the 
part of lowa and the A. L. C. has been 
abandoned. Tor the same doctrinal differenc- 
es which in former days were called open 
questions, those regarding the Church and the 
Ministerial Office, the doctrine of Sunday, 
Antichrist, Conversion of the Jews, and a re- 
surrection of the martyrs before the Last 
Day, are now termed “non-divisive”’ differ- 
ences in non-fundamental doctrines, or in 
terminology, respectively. 

As long as Ohioans and Iowans harbored 
synergistic ideas concerning conversion and 
predestination and accused the Synodical Con- 


ference of Calvinistic teaching, they declared 


this difference to be divisive of church-fel- 
lowship. But after they changed their mode 
of teaching, dropping all synergistic expres- 
sions and retaining only the assumption of a 
dissimilar conduct in man, this change mater- 
Jjally affected their attitude toward the Syno- 
dical Conference. Vor both parties now agree 
in the statement that the salvation of man is 
exclusively, and without any cooperation of 
man, a work of divine grace alone, while per- 
dition is entirely the fault of man. ‘Thus far 
goes the “doctrine.” 

But the two parties still disagree as to the 
conduct of natural man over against divine 
grace. While the Synodical Conference stres- 
ses the equal evil conduct of those who are 
saved and those who are lost, the A. L. C., 
by distinguishing between natural and wilful 
resistance, still teaches. a dissimilar conduct. 
But this deep-rooted doctrinal difference is 
not considered by them as a difference in 
doctrine, but one of terminology only! 


* cp, also Tutheran Witness, Aug. 6, 1940, Dp. 275. 


This peculiar phraseology explains all of- 
ficial and unofficial utterances of A. L. C. 
men since 1988. It explains why the A. L. C. 
men declared themselves ‘conscious of being 
in agreement with’ the doctrine of conyer- 
sion and election as contained in the Brief 
Statement and then later declared that this 
does not include certain exegetical portions, 
nor the terminology, employed in our synodi- 
sal confession. It explains Dr. Reu’s two 
lectures ‘In the Interest of Lutheran Unity” 
(L. B. C., 1940), in which, in spite of his ap- 
parent assent to our doctrinal position, the 
old Iowan attitude of the author is plainly 
to be discerned. God willing, these two lec- 
tures will, by the way, be more thoroughly 
examined in a later issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran. 


No; no miracle has occured. The A. L. C. 
Declaration, and later A. L. C. statements as 
well, are in full harmony with the old doctrin- 
al postion of the former lowa Synod and the 
present American Lutheran Church. Every- 
thing that has been said is very natural—— 
too natural to leave room for any thought 


of the miraculous, 


J. B. 


© Inter-Synodical Conference at Cedar 
Rapids, Jowa 
(Mo. Syn.—A.L.C.) 


An inter-synodical conference was held at 
Cedar Rapids, lowa, on November 7, between 
pastors of the Missouri Synod and of the 
American Lutheran Church. Thirty three pas- 
tors participated in the gathering. As com- 
pared with previous conferences, this repre- 
sented a dwindling number, particularly on 
the part of A.L.C. men, of whom there were 
just six present. 

The conference was opened with joint pray- 
er. We protested against this practice before 
the close of the conference. In reply we were 
told that the conference had previously dis- 
cussed this matter and that it had come to the 
decision to open with prayer. According to 
the secretary,* who openly offered this state- 
ment on the floor of the conference, this 
practice was considered vindicated by the 
argument: Surely, if we can pray together 
even with those who are much further re- 
moved from us than what we are apart from 
each other, we can also pray together.** Sub- 
sequently we learned that some of the Mis- 
sourians who were absent had remained away 


* A member of the A.L.C. 


**Clearly a reference to the unionistic position champ- 
joned by Dr. Reu in the official A.L.C, publication ‘In 
the Interest of luitheran Unity.” (l.B.C., 1940.) 
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in protest against this practice, their previous 
oral and written protests (also of one group 
as a eonference) having proved in vain. 

A paper on the Sunday Question was read 
by a pastor of the American Lutheran Church. 
He stated: 


What is taught in the Lutheran Symbols 
has always been taught within the Mis- 
souri Synod and within the Iowa Synod 
which has now become a part of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church... The purpose of 
inter-synodical conferences such as the 
present one is not to discuss that whercin 
we agree, but rather that werein we differ 

.. There is a difference between the 
Missouri Synod and the A.L.C. as respects 
the Sunday Question ... Wherein does this 
difference lie? . . . In this: that a differ- 
ence such as existed between Luther and 
Gerhard is not to be considered divisive 
of chureh-fellowship .. . Sueh a differ- 
ence does not lie in the provinee of doc- 
trines of faith, but in that of Open Ques- 
tions ... Lhe Iowan position is not a de- 
parture from the Lutheran Confessions. . 

. It does not belong in the province of 
Confessional doctrine . . . We inust toler- 
ate the departure of which reference has 
been made... As soon as we do what 
Missouri docs, we become guilty of drag- 
ging into the question of doctrines of faith, 
the question of their ‘further theological 
development.” . . . Grosse, in polemiciz- 
ing against Iowa’s position of the Sunday 
Question in his Unterscheidungslehren, 
went too far... Statements of lowa Sy- 

.nod periodicals, from 1866 on (which 
were read), are correct, 


The essayist had formulated seven theses, 
embodying the position for which he contend- 
ed, the Jast of which was particularly meant 
to bring oat the difference between Missouri 
and the A.L.C.*** 

We called attention to the fact that there 
are current, within the A.L.C., publications 
containing doctrinally false statements regard- 
ing the Sunday question which go even be- 
vond what the essayist asserted to be the 
status quo. Without having the exact refer- 


-ences at hand at the time, we made mention 


of a draft of a new catechism to be published 
within the A.L.C., in which the following is 
found under the Third Commandment: “Ques- 
tion 88. What do you conelude from this 
Commandment? That God wants us to set 


***We subsequently asked the essayist to let us have 
his essay or a copy of it for a few days, so that we 
might examine it more closely. This request was de- 
clined with the courteous explanation that the essayist 
was ‘‘sorry to say that he does not like to give any 
ay of his into other hands unless he himself be 
sent to give account of his writings.” 


pre 


aside one day in seven for the nourishment 
of spiritual life.’ We referred to statements 
contained in Golladay’s sermon outline on 
“Jesus’ Interpretation of Sabbath Observ- 
ance” in his current Thomasius Gospels (Pub- 
lished for the author by the Lutheran Book 
Concern)-—-statements such as the following: 
“Jesus agrees with the intent of the Sabbath 
of the dawn of things, and with the Sinaitic 
Law, that there is a day to be observed ... 
In the thunder tones of Sinai, spoken directly 
to the sons of men, God says, pointedly, em- 
phatically: Remember the Sabbath day . to 
keep it holy .. . This law, so far as the ob- 
servance of a day is concerned, has never 
been revoked.” We referred to the Lutheran 
Standard, which in its issue of Aug. 10, 1985, 
contains this statement: “Though Christians 
are not bound to keep any particular day of 
the week for rest and publie worship, yet 
God demands that on one of the seven days 
of the week they rest from unnecessary work 
and hold divine worship.’ (Cp. Theo, Hans- 
sen, Lhe Historical Open Questions Among 
American Lutherans, p. 39ft.) 


A Missourian pastor, Rev, J. Bertram, read 
a paper on evangelical lodge practice. One of 
the things brought out during the discussion 
of this essay was the fact that Christ has re- 
deemed us from all sin, also from the domin- 
ion of sin. No one needs to remain in the 
sin of fellowship with the Christless and 
idolatrous lodge. For Christ gives us the power 
to break also with this sin. A plea was made 
for a full Gospel, which evangelically shows 
the impossibility of accepting the Christ of the 
Seriptures and of God and yet remaining’ in 
fellowship with lodgism. Considerable furth- 
er testimony along these lines was offered by 
Missourians present, It was incidentally point-- 
ed out that lodge-ridden churches are them- 
selves beginning to complain that their work 
is being undermined by the lodge element 
which they reckon among their membership. 


In concluding this report we again call at- 
tention to the fact that those of us who have 
been insisting that such differences as un- 
questionably exist between Missourians and ° 
the A.L.C.—for instance the difference regard-: 
ing the Sunday question and other questions 
which the A.L.C. wishes to. have regarded as 
open, non-divisive questions-—be honestly fae- 
ed with a view toward their proper. removal, 
have been baselessly defamed in our own 
circles, in official and unofficial publications 
(Lutheran Witness and American Lutheran) 
as loveless, suspicious, and not quite sensible 
souls, whose lack of sanity and charity is 
hardly to be endured. Let it be said here 
that we shall never write a line against such 


charges so far as their reflection upon our 
persons is concerned. We are, with our Lord 
and a multitude of faithful witnesses to His 
Name, willing to be called much worse things 
than we have already been called for the 
sake of His Name and of the truth which 
we confess, and to rejoice therein. Let it 
also be said however, that we shall never 
cease to protest against the abuse of truth 
that goes with such charges, and the mistaken 
assumption upon which they rest, namely, the 
assumption that doctrinal differences which 
heretofore separated the Missouri Synod on 
the one hand and the A.L.C. and its constitu- 
ent synods on the other hand had ceased to 
exist by 19388—the mistaken major premise 
on which the untenable and unacceptable un- 
ion resohitions of 1988. were based. 


We have taken the A.L.C. Declaration for 


just what it is. We find in it neither more 
nor less light. than what is offered therein. 
Regarding the question of Sunday, the Declar- 
ation, wishing to emphasize what alone is im- 
portant to the A.L.C. in this respect, sheds 
no more light’ on the situation which con- 


fronts us and which we must face than that 
it says: “That which is contained on this 
point in the Brief Statement of the Missouri 
Synod is publica doctrina among us.” We do 
not doubt that fact. We never did. Nor do 
we doubt that such a publica doctrina has al- 
ways existed even within the old lowa Synod, 
from its very beginning. But we’ insist that 
the Declaration does not say that alongside 
of this doctrine another publica doctrina is 
not tolerated within its midst. Much less does 
it reject the false publica doctrina which has 
always existed within its midst and which still 
exists there. We rather know that the A.L.C. 
contends for the toleration of the false teach- 
ing regarding the Sunday question which has 
been discussed in this report. Contention for 
the toleration of divergent doctrines is union- 
ism, The A.L.C. believes in unionism. We do 
not. The matter is as simple as that. A.L.C. 
men honestly tell us what their Declaration 
means. It only remains for us honestly to face 
the facts, Whether it is the proper and broth- 
erly thing for advocates of union on the basis 
of the untenable St. Louis Resolutions of 1988 
to east suspicion and to heap ridicule upon 
brethren who ask that we thus honestly face 
facts, that is a matter which they themselves 
may judge. We plead with such brethren in all 
earnestness to.examine our arguments and 
the evidence which we offer more thoronghly 
than this has been done heretofore. And we 
ask more than that. We ask—and this is 
all-important to us—that our union resolu- 


tion of the American Lutheran Church, 


tions of 1938 be rescinded. It is more and 
more obvious that they were a dreadful mis- 
take. 

P. iH. B. 


, 


“Tenders Of Fraternity” 


The Lutheran Standard, the official publica- 
m 
reporting on that Churech’s “Undaunted Con- 
vention” in Detroit, October 11-17, 1940, had 
this to say with regard to the greetings 
brought by leading men from various Luther- 
an bodies: 

“The greetings brought to us by Doctors 
Burgess and Arndt were tenders of fra- 
ternity that touched hearts and formed 
the basis for unfeigned thanksgiving to 
the God and Father of us all.”” (Lutheran 
Standard, Nov. 9, 1940, P .8.) (Himphasis 
ours.) 

When the Nov. 16th issue of the Lutheran 
Standard appeared, bringing the word-for- 
word messages of the men mentioned above, 
we were amazed at the lack of Lutheran 
confessionalism and the bold .unionistic spirit 


in other camps which manifested itself at 
Detroit. 
But before quoting pertinent statements 


from the several messages, it must be stated 
in fairness to our Dr. Arndt, that the Luther- 
an Standard misrepresented his presence at 
the Convention. It refers to Dr. Arndt as an 
“official visitor from the Missouri Synod.” He 
himself, however, rightly states in the open- 
ing paragraph of his message: “Doctors En- 
gelders and Kar] Kretzmann, and L come to 
you as representatives of the Missouri Com- 
mittee on Lutheran Union.” (Kimphasis Ours.) 

We now quote from the messages to which 
we have referred. 

1. Greetings From The ULCA 

The first “tender of fraternity” from which 
we shall quote was offered by Doctor BE, Bur- 
gess, representative of the United Lutheran 
Church and president of the National Luther- 
an Council. 

Dr. Burgess states: 


“It is with a trembling heart that I bring 
you a tender of fraternity such as only brothers 
of a common faith can give... And it is in 
harmony with the eternal fitness of things that 
a visitor from the American Lutheran Church 
should be found on our convention floor at Oma- 
ha at the selfsame hour when a visitor from 
the United Lutheran Church stands here..- 
My position here recalls a similar experience... 
thirty-two years ago, when the wars of the 
General Synod were raging ... Most of the pas- 
tors would have been glad to see the war end; 
but at the same time many still ‘carried @ 
gun’ when General Synod men were around..-: 
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When any man tells you it is dangerous for 
the American Lutheran Church to cultivate the 
friendship of the Missouri Synod, or of the 
United Lutheran Church in America, you can 
tell him that it would be more dangerous not to 
do so. The welfare of the Lutheran Church 
throughout the world at the present moment de- 
pends in a large degree upon the cooperation of 
all American Synods, How can we cooperate, 
and still uphold our separatistic policies?* What 
Answer can we give to our children for the fail- 
ure of a divided church to guard their spiritual 
heritage? ... Our common prayers are far in 
advance of our halting fellowship, The Common 
Service Book, which we gave you, may repre- 
sent nothing more than our scholarship; but 
these common prayers, rising from thousands of 
family altars, reflect our common faith. Let 
there be no strife between your pastors and our 
pastors, I pray you: for we are brethren. And 
iamay the day’ soon come, when all our people 
shall sing their songs of harvest home together, 
never to be divided again in earth and heaven.” 


2. Greetings From the American Lutheran 
Conference 


The second “tender of fraternity” was ex- 
tended to the “Undaunted Convention” by Dr. 
i. Ryden, recently reclected president of the 
American Lutheran Conference, Again we 
transcribe only the most essential portions: 


“| .. For nearly a century in America these 
children were content to walk apart, each seek- 
ing to solve his own problems and to work out 
his own destiny. Sometimes they were suspicious 
of one another, at times perhaps a bit envious, 
at all times somewhat critical. But finally they 
began to look with interest at one another, to 
find something good in each other, and even to 
feel a sense of need for one another, That is 
how the American Lutheran Conference was 
born ten years ago....I believe that we can 
truly say that we who are constituent parts 
of the American Lutheran Conference have come 
to understand each other better. ... We have 
also, I believe, come to understand that the Con- 
ference has made one of. the most significant 
advances in the direction of Lutheran Unity .. . 
I was deeply impressed at the last meeting of 
the Conference executive committee, when your 
‘own Dr, Reu said solemnly: ‘Brethren, I pray 
to God that we may not permit anything that 
happens on the other side of the Occan to dis- 
turb the fraternal relationship which exists be- 
tween us’** and I would add that I pray to God 
that nothing that may happen here in America 
may in any way destroy the Lutheran unity 
which we have already achieved in the Confer- 
ence, Finally, I would say that it is generally 
recognized that we as a Conference occupy the 


* The Confessional Lutheran has previously pointed out 
that unicnism and separatism are not so far apart, 
and that it is not necessary for us to choose between 
these two evils in the present situation, as some in our 
midst mistakenly seem to imagine. Unionism simply con- 
sists in the uniting of separatistic, schismatic, and sec- 
tarian factions. ‘True unity is based upon the removal 
of such factions.—P. H. 3B. 


Reu_ reiterated 
recent Conference 
13-15. Mpls. Star- 


** Tf we can rely on press reports, Dr, 
this statement on the floor of the 
convention held_in Minneapolis, Nov. 
Journal, Nov. 15, 1940. 


most strategic position*** of any body in the 
Lutheran Church in America with reference to 
the whole problem of Lutheran Church unity. 
We are neither the most conservative body, nor 
the most liberal. We- stand, as it were, in the 
center, ready to stretch forth the hand of fellow- 
ship to the right and to the left, ‘In this ‘task 
your own Church, as a constituent part of the 


Conference, has already rendered a_ distinct 
service through your negotiations with the 
Missouri Synod and the United Lutheran 


Church, The thing which happened last Fri- 
day in Omaha, when the United Lutheran 
Church ratified the Pittsburgh agreement, was 
a real achievement for the American Lutheran 
Church and a genuine victory for its leadership. 
We rejoice over the things you have accomplish- 
ed and believe that you have charted the course 
which we as a Conference must follow: to fel- 
lowship with us, and to work with those.of our 
Lutheran household of faith who are willing to 
work with us. Thus only shall we be able to 
fulfill our destiny as a Lutheran Church in 
America, and thus only shall we be able to 
carry out our God-given task.” 


3. Greetings From The Missouri Synod 
Committee on Lutheran Union 


We regret to see that the third and last 
“tender of fraternity”, which the Lutheran 
Standard presents is that of our own beloved 
Doctor Arndt. He was introdueed to the De- 
troit Couvention by Dr. Reu “as one whom Dr. 


Reu had Jearned to ‘love as a brother’.”” and 


whose presence Dr. Reu considered “an event 
in the history of the Lutheran Churel’ of our 
country.” Dy, Arndt‘’s message in its entirety 
reads as follows: 


“My colleagues, Doctors Engelder and Karl 
Kretzmann, and I come to you as representa- 
tives of the Missouri Synod Committee on Luth- 
eran Union, and we bring to you the cordial 
greetings and best wishes of this committee. 

“Whoever has studied the history of the 
Lutheran Church in America will be reminded 
by our visit of the years from 1872 to 1881 when 
the Ohio Synod, now a part of the American 
Lutheran Church, and the Missouri Synod march- 
ed shoulder to shoulder in the Synodical Con- 
ference and jointly built the Lutheran Zion in 
this country, : 


“Will those great days return? Will not only 
the foriner Ohio Synod but the. former Iowa and 
the former Buffalo Synod as well, both now 
likewise component parts of the American Luth- 
eran Church, be brought into fellowship with the 
Missouri Synod and our sister Synods in the 
Synodical Conference? That is our fervent pray- 
er, and our being here is a token of the sin- 
cerity of these our sentiments. - 

“It is our conviction that there are still ob- 
stacles hindering the immediate establishment of 


*** Tt is on account of this strategic position that at the 
Mpls. Convention of the A. L. Conf. “A general conter- 
ence of all Lutheran bodies in America: to consider 
the broad problems of Lutheran Unity, as well as the 
problems of co-operative aid to missions ‘orphaned’ by 
the war was called. This action came after the report 
of the conference’s Lutheran unity commission,: present- 
ed by Dr. Reu of Dubuque, Towa, had been discussed 
at great length and adopted.” (Mpls. Star-Journal, Nov. 
15, 1910.) 


shes 


church-fellowship between our bodies. Owing to 
the kind invitation of your committee that we 
draw up a formal statement setting forth what 
in our opinion still hinders the establishment of 
church-fellowship between our bodies, we have 
submitted such a statement. It is not necessary 
that I dwell on its contents now. Your presi- 
dent has made it available for all of you in 
mimeographed form, We should like to ask you 
to give the points we mention your prayerful 
consideration, 


“Some of the obstacles which we enumerate 
are of such a nature that they cannot be dis- 
posed of in a hurry but that considerable time 
and patience are required in adjusting them. We 
should like to plead with you. not to let this 
delay perturb you, just as we tell our own peo- 
ple not to lose courage and become impatient 
because of the apparent siowness of progress. 
What is important is, not that we quickly pre- 
sent a united front, but that we become thor- 
oughly one and united in our doctrinal convic- 
tions and in the assurance that we are brethren 
and belong together, so that the ultimate declar- 
ation of fellowship is merely the announcement 
of a situation which has already come to be a 
fact. 


“Unity of doctrine, unity of conviction, unity 
of faith—we hold that this is a treasure which 
no church body can prize too highly. When we 
held our meetings with your honorable com- 
mittee and discussed one Scripture doctrine 
after the other, and when it became apparent 
that on all of the inain doctrines of God’s Wore 
we were in full agrecment, all of us were dcep- 
ly moved, our hearts were, filled with gratitude 
to God, and we saw in it an evidence that our 


heavenly Lord has not yet forsaken His Church, © 


but still grants His Holy: Spirit. And when in 
1938 our church bodies declared that in the re- 
spective documents there had been achieved a 
doctrinal basis for future church-fellowship, 
what expressions of joy were there not heard on 
all sides! Praise God from whoin all blessings 
flow—that is what hearts felt and lips spoke. 
Can their work remain unfinished~-God forbid! 
Let us, God helping us, move forward to the 
consummation, ; ; 


Since our committees form but a very small 


section of our church bodies and therefore most’ 


of our pastors could not be present at the dis- 
cussions, the intersynodical conferences of pas- 
tors of our two bodies which have been held, 
and are being held throughout the length and 
breadth of the United States are of extreme 
importance. May the numbers of such meetings 
increase! When Ohio, Missouri, and other Sy- 
nods in 1872 formed the Synodical Conference, 
the factor which drew these bodies together was 
the conviction that in the teachings of the Luth- 
eran Church we have not speculation but the 
unadulterated truths of God’s Word; that when 
Luther inaugurated the ‘Reformation he not 
merely ushered in a new age, but through God’s 


grace gave back to the Church the pure Gospel ; 


of Jesus Christ, assigned the Cross to its proper 
place at the center, and in general adhered to 
the teachings which have been proclaimed with 
great power for all ages by the inspired phophets 
and apostles. These doctrinal treasures--of that 
the fathers were sure—are preserved for us and 
set forth in the Lutheran Confessions, Because 
our fathers had these Confessions and had found 


pone tae 


in them the pure teachings of Holy Scripture 
they considered themselves very rich. The con-— 
viction of the Scripturalness of Lutheran teach- 
ing filled them with holy enthusiasm, 

“Have those convictions changed since 18727 
Have they been proved false? Perish the 
thought! We reply, “The Word of the Lord en- 
dureth forever.” To’ all of us Luther is still 
the great Reformer of the Church, and the 
teachings brought before us in the Lutheran 
Confessions are still the hope of sinning, suf- 
fering, despairing war-torn humanity. To the 
spreading of these truths your church body and 
ours have dedicated themselves. What a great 
thing it would be if we could jointly carry for—- 
ward the flag of genuine Lutheranism, and in a 
day of doctrinal indifference and skepticism 
encourage each other to remain strong, loyal, 
and uncompromising in the confession or the 
old saving truth! 

“Let us not think that the task of preaching 
this truth is hopeless, It is true that the divine 
character of the Holy Scriptures, their inerrancy 
or infallibility, is violently attacked, and that 
church body which places itself solely on the 
Scriptures is said to have for its basis an out- 
moded, crumbling, collapsing foundation. Like- 
wise the bold proclamation that in the Luth- 
eran Confessions there is enshrined in its purity 
the gold of Scripture doctrine is regarded as a 
manifesting narrowness of outlook which is 
strangely out of harmony with the spirit oc the 
modern age, Against all such talk and criticisin 
let us aetinitely say: 

The Word they still shall let remain 
And not a thank have for it, 

He’s by our side upon the plain 
With His good girts and Spirit. 

“The Word won the victories of the Church 
in the past; it will win them today. May this 
conviction help to bring us, the sons of Luther, 
togecher in a God-pleasing fellowship, O Lord 
Jesus, so [ say, and I know you say, O Lord 
Jesus, grant it for the sake of Thy divine.love!” 

A. EL B. 


.@ The “Lutheran Standard” Reports on 


the Recent A. L. Conference Conven- 
tion at |Viinneapolis. | 


‘Without comment we again bring our read- 
ers excerpts from the oficial periodical of 
the ALC on the recent convention held by 
the A. L. Conference. We shall let the reader 
judge for himself whether this is confessional 
Liutherananism or the kind of “chureh-poiiti- 
cal tripe.” of which The Lutheran Witness of 
Nov. 26 speaks. 


“We would say that all through the Conven- 
tion of the American Lutheran Conference at 
Minneapolis, Minn., on November 13-15 the ac- 
cent was on REALISM ... President Ryden re- 
viewed the ten years of our history as a Con- 
ference... By the guidance of the Spirit of 
God, they enunciated the principles by which 
these five groups agreed to cooperate in Chris- 
tian understanding and fellowship. The experi- 
ences of the past decade have proved that the 
foundations were wisely laid, and even though 


human mistakes and weaknesses may have often 
thwarted the divine will, we believe that God 
is using, and will continue to use, the American 
Lutheran Conference as a means to realize His 
plans and purposes with reference to the Luth- 
eran Church in America ... The American Luth- 
eran Conference offers to the Lutheran in Amer- 
ica the best answer to the problem of church 
unity.’ ...As Dr, T. F. Gullixson, past-President 
of the Conference, looked into the future, he 
“used the analogy of the log raft floated down 
the nearby Mississippi River ...It is a com- 
posite raft of all five bodies, for the day of in- 
dividualistic stamp of rival lumber camps is pass~ 
ing. Two difficult problems endanger the _ soli- 
darity of the log raft: the reactions to the na~ 
tionalistic sympathies in the European war, and 
the reactions to recent developments in efforts 
toward unity among Lutherans in America... 
Regarding the latter problem, he advised that 
we study the degree of detail which is necessary 
for real unity, and what is right and courtcous 
procedure in establishing such unity. He pointed 
to the universal recognition of the need of uni- 
fication all along the line, and questioned the 
possibility of our continuing by ‘segmentation’ 
. resident Poppen voiced the attitude of all 
of us when he declared: ‘We want you to quit 
talking as though the American Lutheran Church 
has any intention of leaving the Aimerican Luth- 
eran Conference. None of us have advocated 
that, Won’t you please quit saying that.’ 
and over the assurance was given that we value 
our associations in this Conference too highly 
to give them up for any other, ... The Commis- 
sion on Unity reported on the degree of unity 
attained within the Conference, in spite of na- 
tionalistic and traditional differences; called at- 
tention to the great need of still closer unity 
among Lutherans in the face of world situations 
today, especially in the field of foreign missions; 
and proposed that the president of the Confer- 
ence invice the Presidents of the United Luther- 
an Church and o: the Missouri Synod to issue 
a joince call tor a conference on such problems. 
Jor. Reu presented this report. ... in order to 
make sure that the organization set up ten years 
ago is suiced to the conditions and needs today, 
a special committee was constituted to study 
again the entire oiganization and constitution 
o. the Conference. Efforts are to be made to 
bring about closer relations between the synods 
already in the Conference and to extend the 
bounds of the Conference to include synods not 
yet in it; in short to make the fullest use of 
the American Lutheran Conference to deepen 
and widen fellowship ainong all the Lutherans 
in America. This important committee consists 
of three representatives from each of the five 
synods in the ConJerence: the President of each 


synod, a clerical representative and a lay repre- | 


seniative from each synod, Our own American 
Lutheran Church is represented on this Com- 
mittee by President Em, Poppen, Professor E. C, 
Fendt, and Judge Henry Graven.... Yes, we 
are fully convinced that the American Lutheran 
Conference is an excellent agency for doing 
good. May the next decade witness a larger 
unfolding of the almost limitless possibilities for 
Kingdom service that the American Lutheran 
Conference possesses!” (Lutheran Standard, Dec, 
7, 1940). 
A, E. B, 


Over — 


© The Dogmatic-Historical Background 
Of The Present Union Movement 
With Special Reference to the Specific 


Doctrines Involved 
By Rev, J. Buenger 


(Continued) 
3. The Church 


One of the most precious treasures the 
Reformation has brought us is the pure Scrip- 
ture doctrine of the Church, and we should 
guard this treasure as jealously as the doe- 
trine of Justification and of the Scriptures. 


Over against the Roman anti-Christian. con- . 


ception of the Church as an outward organi- 
zation with the pope as its visible head, Luth- 
er stressed the truth that aceording to Scrip- 


ture the Church is nothing but the whole num- : 


ber of truce believers, the body of Christ, and 
that this Holy Christian Church possesses all 
the treasures and rights which the pope and 
the Roman hierarchy had arrogated to them- 


selves. There are many roads leading to 
Rome. Adulteration of the pure doctrine of 


the Church is one of them. 


Walther, in the introduction to his great 
book ‘Lhe Voice of Our Chureh regarding 
the Question of the Chureh and the Ministry,” 
could truthfully say: “We have not molded 
the doctrine of our church according to our 


conditions, but we have molded these ac-. 


cording to the doctrine of our chureh.” But 
in Germany the theologians of the nineteenth 
century had actually molded the doctrine of 
the Chureh and the Ministry according to the 
conditions existing in the State churches. The 
fact that the use of the Word and the Sacra~ 
ments is necessary to create and keep faith 
in the hearts of men was to them a welcome 
pretext for construing a new conception of 
the Church as an institution in which 
these means of grace are properly administer- 


ed under the direction of a church govern- 
While not denying 


ment ordained of God. 
the “invisible side of the Church” they insisted 
that the Christian Church, nevertheless is a 
visible ovganization of men gathered by and 
around \y ord and Sacrament consisting of true 
believers and sham Christians kept together 
by the common use of the means of ‘grace, 
In other words, they held that the Church in 
the proper sense is invisible and visible at the 
same time, 


It is evident that this is a mixture of Luth- - 


eran doctrine and the Roman idea of the 
Chureh and henee apostasy from the pure 
doctrine. The well known Scripture passages, 
Eph. 5, 25-27; 1 Pet. 2, 5, and all texts in 
which the Church is called the body -of Christ, 
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of which He Himself is the Head and the 
Christians His members, make it impossible 
to define the Church, in the strict sense of the 
word, as an assembly consisting of true Chris- 
tians and hypocrites. It is true that the word 
“Chureh” is in a wider sense also used for 
the whole number of those who confess the 
Christian faith. The controversy is not at all 
about this use of the word, but about the deft- 
nition of the one Holy Christian Church in 
the proper sense of the word. 


In this country a heated controversy was 


carried on between the Missouri Synod and © 


the Buffalo Synod regarding the doctrine of 
the Church and the Ministry before there ever 
was an Iowa Synod. Now, in order to shed 
the proper light on the A. L. C. Declaration 
on the Chureh and the corresponding recom- 
mendation of our Committee No. 16, it will 
be necessary to retrace the difference in the 
question to its very origin, the controversy 
with the Buffalo Synod. 


The “status controversiac” was from the 
very outset clear and definite. The Saxon 
theologians confessed that the Church, in the 
proper sense of the Word, is the communion 
of saints and nothing else. As such it is in- 
visible since we cannot sce faith in the heart 
of man, but believe on the basis of Serip- 
ture that there is, and always will be, a num- 
ber of true believers on earth. Thus the doc- 
trine of the Church is an article of 
faith. Word and Sacrament, as means 
whereby faith is created and kept in the hearts 
of men, are indeed indispensable for the exis- 
tence of the Church, because without the 
means of grace there can be no faith, hey 
are the infallible marks of the Church (“notae 
eeclesiae’”’), since according to God’s promise, 
they are not constituent parts of the Chureh 
itself, 


Rev. J. A. A. Grabau, on the other hand, 
taught that the Church is the visible assembly 
composed of a body of teachers and a body 
of householders. (Hochstetter, p. 182.) The 
Lutheran Church, he contended, is the Church, 
outside of which there is no salvation. (Cf, 
also The Concerdia Cyclopedia, pp. 506ff.) 


This difference came out very plainly dur- 
ing the Buffalo Colloquy in 1866 where Pastor 
von Rohr, unlike the other Buffalo pastors 
who were present, insisted on a visible side 
of the Chureh, consisting in the use of Word 
and Sacrament. He said “‘that Scripture 
speaks only of one holy visible and invisible 
Chureh, as it is and appears on earth, visible 
as the assembly around the pure Word and 
Sacrament with intermingled hypocrites, in- 
visible with regard to what we believe of it. . 


. “That the Large Catechism and the seventh 
Article of the Augsburg Confession include 
the pure preaching of the Gospel and the 
proper use of the Sacraments in the essence 
of the Church, not only as marks (‘notae’) 
because without Word and Sacrament there 
ean be no Church. Therefore Word and Sac- 
rament also, as to their efficacy and opera- 
tion, essentially belong to the definition of the 
one Holy Christian Church.” 


Very positively Pastor von Rohr here cen- 
sures that the means of grace are merely 
marks of the Church and means without 
which the Church cannot exist as insufficient; 
and he insists that they are more than this, 
that they must be regarded as essential 
parts of the Church and are therefore to 
be included when defining the essence of the 
Chureh in its proper sense. 


Over against this statement of Pastor von 
Rohr, the members of the Missouri Synod de- 


eclared: ‘That the difference in the doctrine 
of the Chureh between them and Rev. von 
Rohr consists in this that the latter insists 


that the ‘one catholic universal Church’ of 
the Augustana and Apology, properly so 
called, is the one which ‘comprises evil and 
good men’ (which according to the Apology 
can be said of the Church when it is not 
taken properly but ‘large’,i,e. in a wider 
sense); furthermore in this that Pastor von 
Rohr contends that the one Holy Christian 
Chureh of the Third Article is not (as our 
Chureh confesses in the Large Catechism of 
Luther) the ‘congregation in which there are 
only saints’ or ‘a holy group or congregation 
on earth of saints exclusively under one Head, 
Christ’, ete., but the mixed Chureh. Finally 
the above mentioned colloquists declare that 
if by ‘essence’ everything is understood with- 
out which the Chureh cannot come into and 
remain in existence, then they also reckon 
Word and Sacrament unto the essence of the 
Church.” 


The fact that this declaration has time and 
again been misquoted and misused compels 
us tovanalyze it carefully. The “fathers” do 
not say here that they also count Word and 
Sacrament to the essence of the Chureh, but 
they state a condition under which they also 
would accept this expression which ordinarily 
is objectionable and which they have always 
rejected ag a false doctrine when used in the 
sense of their opponents. What, then, is the 
condition? “If by essence everything is un- 
derstood without which the Church cannot 
come into and remain in existence.” So every; 
thing depends on the sense in which the word 
“essence” is taken. ‘This word may mean the 
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essential parts of a thing, that of which a 
thing consists and which makes a thing what 
it is. In this sense and in this conncction the 
word “essence” was used by the Neo-Luther- 
ans, by Pastors Grabau and von Rohr. They 
meant to say that Word and Sacrament are 
really constituent parts of the Church itself; 
and that this being the case, the Church in 
its proper sense is visible, not only because 
Word and Sacrament are visible but also be- 
cause this definition includes the hypocrites 
who with others outwardly use the Word and 
Sacrament, In this sense the statement that 
Word and Sacrament belong to the essence 
of the Chureh is a false doctrine and has al- 
ways been treated as an error divisive of 
church-fellowship by our Synod. 


But the fathers knew very well that the 
word “essence” may also be used in the sense 
of “existence”. If used in this sense, the ex~ 
pression means that without Word and Sacra- 
ment the Chureh cannot exist. As Pastor von 
Rohr had correctly said, “Without Word and 
Sacrament there can be no Chureh.” But did 
he mean to say this when he declared that 
Word and Sacrament belong to the essence of 
the Chureh? He distinctly said that Word and 
Sacrament did not only in this sense belong 
to the Chureh, but also as constituent parts 
of the Church itself they ‘essentially belong 
to the definition of the one Holy Christian 
Chureh.” 


This makes the situation perfectly clear. 
Pastor von Rohr agreed with his oppon- 
ents in the’ statement that Word and Sacra- 
ment are indispensable for the existence of 
the Chureh, but disagreed with them by his 
insistence on counting Word and Sacrament 
as constituent parts of the Church itself in 
tais sense that the use of these means of grace 
renders the Holy Christian Church visible, so 
that hypoerites also are this 
Church. 


included in 


The fathers of our Synod on their part set 
off the one point in which they agreed with 
Rev. von Rohr, that Word and Sacrament 
belong to the essence of the Church if ‘“es- 
sence” is meant in the sense of ‘existence’; 
but—-they rejected his error of reckoning the 
vicans Of grace unto the Church itself, ren- 
dering it visible and including hypocrites, It 
is important to keep this in mind in order 
to see through the misuse which this state- 
ment had to undergo repeatedly since. 

When the Iowa Synod was founded in 1853 
this difference in the doctrine of the Church 
and the Ministry was the direct cause of the 
split between Missouri and those who founded 
the fowa Synod. This is expressed also in 


the Davenport theses of the year 1873. We 
select these theses to bring out the Iowan 
view of the Church because in them for the 
first time reference is made to the above 
mentioned statement. 


“The Davenport Theses” 

“1. The first difference between the synod 
of Iowa and that of Missouri is the doctrine 
of the Church and Ministry. Respecting the 
doctrine of the Church we could not assent 
to the Missouri Synod in this that the Church 
essentially is invisible in the sense that every- 
thing pertaining to its visibility must be ex- 
eluded from the concept of Chureh essence. 


“9, Against this we insisted that the Church 
principally, indeed, is communion of the Holy 
Ghost and faith in the heart, but, also com- 
munion of the Word and the Sacraments and 
in this sense visible and invisible at the same 
time. 


“3. Since, however, in colloquy with Buf- 
falo it has been admitted on the part of Mis- 
souri that the communion of the means of 
grace must be included in the essence of the 
Church, we no Jonger know ourselves to be 
in any opposition to our opponents regarding 
the doctrine of the Church.” 


Here the statement of our Fathers made 
in Buffalo is quoted in a garbled form. As 
shown above, the Fathers did not simply say 
that they also reckoned the means of grace 
unto the essence of the Church, but they 
stated the condition under which they 
could accept the contested expression, a’ con- 
dition with which neither Rev. von Rohr nor 
the Jowans were ever satisfied, a condition 
under which the Chureh in the proper sense 
is not rendered visible, but re- 
mains the invisible communion of saints and 
nothing else. But although this misstatement 
was repeated in 1898 (S. lritschel, Unter- 
scheidungslehren, ». 8ff.), it is evident that 
the lowans did not mean to ‘express the 
sincere conviction that a real unity in the 
doctrine of the Church was obtained - be- 
tween them and Missouri, lt was merely: an 
attempt at making it appear as though the 
Missourians had for once blundered and: un- 
wittingly given testimony: to the doctrine of 
the Iowa Synod, Tor when at. the colloquy 
at Milwaukee, in Nov. 1867,: Dr, Walther 
in enumerating the doctrinal differences which 
separated the two synods also stressed their 
false doctrine of the Church, the Fritschels 
did not dare to refer to that statement made 
at Buffalo. And all along, in their polemics 
against Missouri, the Iowans presented the 
“status controversiae” at this point correctly. 
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When the Synodical Conference was or- 
ganized in 1872, the Ohio Synod was in full 
agreement with Missouri as to the doctrine 
of the Church, It was only after the negotia- 
tions with Iowa had started that the Ohio 
Synod was also infected with the Romanizing 
error of a visible side of the Church. Since 
the merger, the A.L.C. professes the position 
of the old Iowa Synod. At the colloquy at 
Richmond, Ind., in 1888 the Lutheran spirit 
within the Ohio Synod was still strong enough 
to secure a thesis on the doctrine: of the 
Church which put the Iowans on the de- 
fensive. It read: 

“A. The Chureh in the proper sense is the 
congregation of the true believers, created and 
edifying itself through the means of grace. 

“B. As to its essence the Church on earth 
is and remains invisible. 


“C. The fellowship of the means of grace is 
a necessary manifestation of the Chureh and 
an infallible mark of its existence.” 

Dr. S. Fritsehel experienced difficulty in 
defending this thesis against attacks from his 
own Synod and in showing in what sense it 
was meant and accepted by its representatives, 

The fact that the means of grace are 
mentioned under A’ was. sufficient for 
him to give his assent to it. For thereby the 
visible side of the Church seemed to him 
adequately emphasized, although the whole 
of the theses expresses the Lutheran doctrine 
of the Church as confessed at that time not 
only by, Missouri but also by the Ohio Synod. 

But at the Colloquy at Michigan City in 
1893, and at Toledo in 1907, the Iowan spirit 
asserted -itself with a vengeance. Here the 
Ohioans accepted the same thesis they had 
agreed upon at Richmond, but with the ad- 
dition: “And in so far the Chureh is visible.” 
(!) This was a complete vietory for Lowa, 
A number of other doctrinal differences were 
discussed which could not at that time be set- 
tled, but both the Iowan “Kirchenblatt” and 
the Ohioan “Theologische Zcitblaetter”’ de- 
clared that these differences were not to be 
considered divisive of church fellowship, 
which now sounds familiar to us. Thus fra- 
ternal relations between these two bodies were 
established, as far as the doctrine of the 
Church is concerned, on the same basis whieh 
is now offered to us in the A.L.C. Declara- 
tion. 


But it is interesting to observe how this 
union was at the time regarded and estimated 


* t « ” . 
in our circles. “L. u. W.”, 1907, June issue, 
p. 281, in commenting on this thesis on the- 


doctrine of the Church approvingly quotes the 
“Quartalsehrift” as follows: “We 


justly marvel that the Ohioans, especially 
those from the Synodical Conference, in this 
matter, which is certainly not irrelevant, fell 
into the snare of the Iowans.” (“Man muss 
sich billig wundern, dass die Ohioer, nament- 
lich die aus der Synodal-Konferenz stammen- 
den, in dieser Sache, die doch wahrlich nicht 
irrelevant ist, den Iowaern ins Garn gelaufen 
sind.”) What would Dr. Bente, who wrote 
that L. u. W. article, say today? ! 

The Chicago Thesis on the doctrines of 
the Church has two parts: 


“IV. The Church 

“14) The Chureh of Christ on carth, estab- 
lished and being built up by the Holy Spirit 
through the means of grace, is composed of 
all true believers, that is, the totality of all 
those who put their trust in the vicarious 
living, suffering, and dying of Christ and 
are united with one another by nothing else 
than this common faith, 


“15) Accordingly we confess with the Apol- 
ogy: ‘However, the Christian Chureh consists 
not alone in fellowship of outward marks, 
but it consists chiefly in inward communion 
of eternal blessings in the heart, as of the 
Holy Ghost, of faith, of the fear and love 
of God. And, this same Chureh has also 
eternal. marks by which it may be known; 
namely, where there is pure use of God's 
Word and the Sacraments are administered 
in conformity with the same, there certainly 
is the Church, there are Christians; and this 
Church only is called the body of Christ 
in the Seriptures. (M., 152, 5; Trigl.;, 
227.)” 


According to the declaration of Dr, Frit- 
schel, given in 1883, the first part of the above 
definition is acceptable to our opponents be- 
cause the means of grace are included in  it- 
And Dr. Reu, at a conference at Dubuque 
in 1924, said of this thesis: “Lhe Church 
has two sides, a visible and an invisible ones 
in Thesis 14 the visible ‘side of the Church is 
confessed.” The quotation from the Apology 
is that very passage which Iowa has always 
used, or rather, misused, to make it appeat 
as though their doctrine of the Church were 
in accord with the Lutheran Confessions, But 
according to the “scopus’, the whole context. 
and the wording, the passage can have wo 
other meaning than this: The mere fact that 
godless people also have fellowship with the 
outward signs, Word and Sacrament, does not 
make them members of the Christian Chureh. 
which is the body of Christ. The main thing. 
that which really counts and makes men mew- 
bers of the true Church, the body of Christ» 
is inward communion with God through faith 
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and love; while the means of grace are in- 
ldeed infallible marks indicating where the 
Church, the communion of saints, is to be 
found, 


But in spite of the declaration of Dr. S. 
jPritschel and of Dr. Reu; in spite of the quo- 
ltation so often misused by Iowa; whoever at 
fthat time in our circles warned that in this 
i'hesis the Iowan doctrine of the Church was 
Ihidden was not heard but was regarded as a 
}distrustful fanatic biased by his dead ortho- 
doxy, 

| 


, Lhe Brief Statement, the 
fmeans of grace “marks” of the Church, re- 
jects the modern idea of a “visible side” of 
‘the Chureh, par, 25; and in par. 44 refuses 
to count this difference under open questions. 
Since the A.L.C. uses the expression “Open 
' Questions” and “non-divisive difference” as 
synonymous terms, it could not possibly ac- 
cept these parts of the Brief Statement. How- 
what did happen when in 1938 the 
A.L.C. representatives, encouraged by the ac- 
comodating spirit which they found in some 
quarters of the Missouri Synod, came out 
into the light with the request that their idea 
of a visible side of the Church be tolerated? 
This is the very difference which in 1853 had 
caused the split. The founders of the Iowa 
Synod had declared this difference to be a 
non-divisive theological opinion; the Missouri 
svnod, on the contrary, had from the very 
start declared and treated the Iowan view of 
the visibility of the Chureh in the proper 
sense as a Romanizing error divisive of church- 
fellowship. Nor does the A.L.C. Declaration 
leave any doubt as to the sense in which it 
uses the word “essence”, For it does not say 
that Word and Sacrament are indispensable 
for the existence of the Chureh, but very 
plainly it uses the word “essence” in the same 
sense as Pastor von Rohr had done, stressing 
the ‘visible side” of the Church when defining 
ity essence. The Declaration says: “In con- 
nection with the doetrine of the Church the 
question debated was whether it is permissible 
to spenk of a visible side of the Church when 
defining its essence. We declare that to do 
so is not a false doctrine if by this visible 
side nothing else is meant than the use of 
the means of gracee’?’ General Pro- 
cecdings, 1988, p. 223. This is the very 
sense in which it has always been rejected 
by our Synod as a false doctrine, becayse it 
includes hypocrites (who also are in the fel- 
lowship of these means) in the one Christian 
Church, the body of Christ, This request 
might have opened the eyes of those who 
were of the opinion that our opponents had 


while calling 


ever, 


in the Chicago Theses already dropped their 
old errors and accepted our doctrine. Still, 
not only our Intersynodical Committee but 
also Committee 16 persuaded the St. Louis 
convention to tolerate the expression. And 
what did they use to support their reeommen- 
dation? Of all things that same statement 
from the Buffalo Colloquy repeatedly misused 
by Iowa in order to create this false impres- 
sion as though Missouri had abandoned its ori- 
ginal position and sanctioned the Iowan doc- 
trine! It says in the recommendation: “It has 
been felt by some” (!) “that, if this expression 
‘the visible side of the Church’ were permitted 
to remain unexplained, it might give occasion 
for the fostering of false doctrine, such as 
the Romanizing teaching which represents the 
Church as an external religion and social 
institution. Your committee finds that our 
Synodieal fathers conceded that the Word and 
Sacraments may in a certain sense be con- 
sidered as belonging to the essence of the 
Church. Therefore a difference in this point 
need not be divisive of chureh-fellowship 
when this expression, ‘The visible side of the 
Church’, is understood in the light of our 
Synod’s pronouncement by Dr. Walther in 
‘Das Buffaloer Kollogium, 1866, p. 9.’”" But, 
as we have seen, in the light of Dr. Walther’s 
pronouncement, the Church is not visible but 
invisible only. And still this correct statement 
of the Fathers was used to persuade the con- 
vention to tolerate the old error of the visible 
side of the Church’s consisting in the use of 
the means of grace. And the convention, 
without verifying the reference, ‘‘unanimous- 
ly” accepted the recommendation, trusting that 
with the declaration of the Fathers; mentioned 
by Committee 16, everything would certainly 
be in order. 


This does not mean that Committee 16 in- 
tentionally deceived the convention, On the 
contrary, it seems as though’ the unfortunate 
quotation was suggested to’ our representa- 
tives by the A.L.C. men, and that, in the great 
hurry in which the whole matter was dis- 
patched, the synodical committee’ did not take 
time to weigh those words carefully. But the 
sad fact remains that the whole convention 
(with the exception of a few dissenters who 
either had no vote or were overlooked) was 
fatally misled! For, we repeat it, the state- 
ment made in 1866, on the strength of which 
the recommendation was acéepted, proves the 
very, opposite of what it was meant to prove 
by Committee 16, so that an error which our 
Synod has always rejected was palliated by 
the very words in which our fathers had taken 
precaution against it. 
has tri- 


Thus the old Towan 


“theology” 


<a 


Bats by ae 


umphed again not only over Ohio but even 
over Missouri—if the St. Louis resolutions are 
to stand. Verily, acceptance of the St. Louis 
Union Articles of 1938 must be rescinded. 


(to be continued) 


© From Our Mail Bag 


From among a great number of communi- 
rations which have been coming in a steady 
stream to the desks of the Confessional Luth- 
eran staff all the while we should like to cite 
the following encouraging sentiments of a 
member of the faculty of our theological sem- 
inary in St. Louis :— 


“I feel that we should give all sincere 
pastors having a sense of the tremendous 
responsibility now resting upon us an op- 
portunity to voice their fears and senti- 
ments. Indifferentism and unionism are 
foes facing us, and in general it is our 
pastors whose testimony counts most. May 
God keep us all in His grace, as He has 
promised to do, if only we love His Word. 
May His blessings rest upon you in your 
entire work to His glory.” 


P.H. 2B. 


© A Correction 


In the December Issue of The Confessional 
Lutheran p. 80, col. 2, lines 28-31 from the top 
should read: “As to the will of God, Dr. Pie- 
per untiringly pointed out that in predestina- 
tion no other will of God is realized and car- 
tied out than the universal will of grace which 
without distinction extends over all men.” 


P. HB. 


© The Materialistic Approach Again 


In a recent issue of the American Lutheran, 
under the heading “The Reason Why,’ there 
is found the strange statement: “It seems to 
us upon rather careful inguiry that whenever 
someone is biliously bitter in his attitude to- 
ward others and using big words in his en- 
deavor to declare his own soundness of speech 
and to ascribe falsehood and treachery to his 
brethren, that such a person could be quickly 
cured of his phobias if he were given greater 
prestige and a more adequate salary. Much 
heresy hunting could be brought to an abrupt 
end could this means be applicd.” Vol XXITI, 
No. 9 (September, 1940), p. 5. 

We pass this very strange statement along 
without any other comment than that indi- 
eated in our title above. 


P. HL OB. 


© Our Heritage 


jven adversaries of our beloved Synodical 
Conference and the Missouri Synod have mar- 
veled at the temper and spirit for purity and 
unity of doctrine which exists in our bodies. 
It is our honest conviction that they would 
marvel a whole lot more if, instead of ad- 
versaries, they were in membership with us 
and really knew from within how much of in- 
difference, callousness, and unwillingness to 
serve and to sacrifice for His kingdom our 
merciful Lord has to overlook in order to pre- 
serve for us this blessed heritage of our 
Chureh. There is a lot of lukewarm, half- 
hearted appreciation of this heritage among 
us, and we are in grave danger to lose this 
blessing. to ourselves and our posterity unless 
we return to that first love which was mani- 
fested in a willingness to forsake anything and 
everything except the promises and directions 
of the living God.—Rev. H. Hartner, in Es- 
say on “Unionism, With Particular Reference 
to the Lutheran Bodies in America’, Southern 
Nebraska District, 1986.* 


P. HB. 


© Trying The Spirits 


There is no pastor in the Missouri Synod 
whose preaching and teaching is not subject 
to the proving of his congregation. It is a 
divine injunction to every Christian that he 
should prove the spirits whether they are of 
God (1 John 4, 1). The Bible calls the Beacans 
“noble” because they searched the Seriptures 
to see whether what Paul had preached to 
them was so (Acts 17, 11). Beaean congre- 
gations make true pastors happy. It would 
.be a destructive calamity for any congrega- 
tion if it never in any way would try to prove 
what is preached and taught in its midst. 
Synodical officials and other servants should 
ever be thankful to God for an alert rank and 
file membership which is constantly proving 
and trying what they do and write. Indif- 
ference on the part of the membership of a 
Synod to the activities of its synodical serv- 
ants is the beginning of the downfal] of any 
church body, unless that indifference is check- 
ed, 


G. S. 


* An excellent essay throughout, which 


; deserves to he 
studied widely in our Synod today, 


ACCEPTANCE OF THE ST. LOUIS 
UNION ARTICLES OF 1938 MUST 
BE RESCINDED 


Published In The Interest Of Ecumenical 


MOTTO: “Now | beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye 
all speak the same thing, and that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly 
joined together in the same mind and in the same Judgment.'’’--l Cor. 1, 10. 
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© The Unalterable Prerequisite of Fel- 
lowship Among Confessional Lutherans 


“liven though some doctrines lie further off 
from the center of faith than others, yet all 
doctrines belong within the compass of saving 
truth. And we of course demand unity in the 
whole sphere of doctrine, Scriptural doctrine, 
as a prerequisite of church-fellowship.”—Dr. 
G.Stoeckhardt, in Lehre und Wehre ,Vol. 50, 
p. bb. 

P. H. B. 


© A Resolution to Rescind the St. Louis 
Union Articles of 1938 


The Confessional Lutheran has, not only in 
articles appearing in this issue, but through- 
out its existence, consistently advocated re- 
scission of the untenable and to us unaccept- 
able St. Louis Union Resolutions of 1938, 
which have by some mistakenly been held to 
he a “sufficient” doctrinal basis of union with 
the A.L.C., this well-meant but crroneous as- 
sumption being based upon the mistaken ma- 
jor premise that essential doctrinal differences 
between the Missouri Synod and the American 
Lutheran Church had ceased to exist by 19388. 
We shall continue to advocate such recis- 
sion, I'rom many quarters we have been ask- 
ed to suggest some proposal which might serve 


as a basis for conference discussion and pos- 
sible action toward ultimate rescission, We 
therefore submit a very simple resolution 
which might well serve such a purpose. 


Ample material bearing on such a resolu- 
tion will be found in past and future issues 
of The Confessional Lutheran, as well as else- 
where—e.g. in Dr. P. E. Kretzmann’s mimeo- 
graphed essays on “Tundamental and Non- 
Fundamental Doctrines and Church-Iellow- 
ship,” ‘Testimony of the ‘Fathers’ Concerning 
‘Non-Fundamental’ Doctrines,’ and “Union- 
ism and Common or Joint Prayer in the Light 
of the Word of God’;* Prof. W. Albrecht’s 
mimecographed conference report, “The Pres- 
ent Status of the Union Movement’ ;** Dr. 
S. Ylvisaker’s fine essay, “The Question of 
Non-Fundamentals in the Light of Scripture,” 
contained in the 1940 Report of the Norwe- 
gian Synod ;*** “The Different Spirit,’ by 
Rev. J. Buenger,** “The Desired Unity.” 


* The first two essays named can prove very helpful 
toward setting one right with respect to many of the 
errors of our 1988 Convention Committee No, 16 and ol 
the pamphlet titled ‘Phe Historic Lutheran Position 
in Non-lundam.ntals,’ (C.P.1.). Order from the au- 
thor. 

** Order from the author. 

sek See the highly commendatory review of this timely 
and excellent essay, by Dr. P. FE. Kretazmann in Cone. 


Theol. Monthly, Dee., 19410, p. 960. Order from. Luther- 
an Synod LBook Company, Bethany College, Mankato, 
Minnesota. Price, 35 ets. 


ae ; 
#REX Order from sane address as above. Price, 10 ets. 


and “The Old and the New Differences” by 
the same author ;* “The Historical Open 
Questions Among American Lutherans,’ by 


x 


Rev. Theo, Hanssen.*****% 


HEE 


The resolution which we propose is as fol- 
lows :-— 


WHEREAS, the resolutions on Lutheran 
union adopted by the last Synodical Conven- 
tion (St. Louis, 1938) are based, in part, upon 
an un-Scriptural assumption, to wit, that cer- 
tain non-fundamental doctrines are not divi- 
sive of church-fellowship, and, in part, upon 
inadequate and misleading quotations cf ar- 
ticles contained in early volumes of our pib- 
lications, and, as for the rest, upon the mis- 
taken assumption that essential doctrinal cif- 
ferences between the Missouri Synod and the 
American Lutheran Church, involving bath the 
Sola Scriptura principle and the Sola Gratia 
principle, had ceased to exist; now therefore 
be it 

RESOLVED, That the resolutions of the 
last convention be rescinded and that a new 


committee be appointed to carry out the reso- 
lutions of 1929, 
P. H. B. 


© Chiistian Realism 
We are Christian realists. 
We want no part, and we want others to 


know that we shall have no part, in any of 
the false and delusive unionistic optimism that 
fills the world in our day. — 
Hyven so we want it known that .we have 
no part in any mistaken optimism, however 
well-intended it may be, which operates in the 
manner of the “tender of fraternity” brought 
to the recent Detroit Convention of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church by the chairman of the 
Missouri Synod’s Committee on Lutheran Un- 
ion, Merely on the basis of the fact that, 
contrary to the stark reality of things, il 
“became apparent” in mectings of this com- 
mittee and a comission of the American 
Lutheran Church (1985-1988) “that on all 
of the main doctrines of God’s Word we were 
in full agreement,” other doctrines of that 
same Holy Word of God, which to us are just 
as binding, being declared non-divisive, that 
“tender of fraternity” voiced the appeal to 
“move forward to the consummation” of the 
contemplated union between Missouri aud the 


A.L.C.* 


* Order from Northwestern Publishing House, jw 25 


cts) and 50 efs., respectively. 
i Order foom the author, 
Co Dee See ceN a Wats Pan, eee ae | 


1, 


We believe in Christian realism. 

We believe in Christian confession, 

In accordance with such prime requisites o£ 
our faith we must declare that we can have 
no part in the mistaken optimism and the 
false hope held out to the A.L.C, in the ‘“ten— 
der of fraternity” referred to. But more than 
this. By that same token we are, as we shall 
ever firmly remain, convinced that acceptance. 
of the St. Louis Union Articles of 1988, which 
were admittedly based merely on ‘apparent’? 
agreement, even in the main doctrines of 
God’s Word, must be rescinded. There is for 
us, and cannot be, any other way to true un- 
ion than one which begins with such reseis- 
sion. ‘True concord can only be brought about 
by a formula of concord which is based upon 
the actual status controversiae. ‘l'o advocate 
such a procedure is simply to advocate the 
good old historically Lutheran and Christian 
way. We ask for that way, and will have no 
other, 


P. H. B. 


© Mistaken Argumentation 


We have on a previous occasion discussed 
some of the mistaken references of our Mis- 
souri Synod’s 1988 Convention Committee No. 
1G to our Synodical T'athers.* At the sane 
time we showed how the 1989 essayist of the 
Southern Nebraska District, and our Concor- 
dia Theological Monthly which reprinted the 
portion of the essay in question, committed 
the identical mistake which that committee 
had committed, in an endeavor to bolster con- 


-tinued and more widespread acceptance of 


that committee’s untenable report.** We 
had at the same time caliecd attention 
to the facet that there are other things in 
the essay in question which call for criti- 
cism, and we had promised to discuss some 
of these things at a later time. We now wish 
to show some of the mistakes of which the 
essay to which we have referred is guilty, 
and on the strength of which Committee No. 
16’s report and the St, Louis Resolutions of 
1938 generally, have unfortunately managed 
to carry on some sort of existence thus far. 


In the essay to which reference has been 
made, it is stated: “A non-fundamental doc- 
trine simply is one that has no relation to 
the fonndation of faith, that is, to the doctrine 
of justification by grace for Chirist’s sake 
through faith.” (P. 33.) 

A first error of this statement is this, that 
it mistakenly restricts the Christian founda- 
tion of faith to the dogmatic foundation in 
* “Some Historical Errors of the Union Articles adopted 


hy the Missouri Synod in 1088." July, 1910, p. S3ft. 
\ Correction for the Theslovical Monthis. Wed. 
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the generally accepted sense, (the doctrine 
of justification and related doctrines). The 
truth is that EVERY doctrine of Scripture, all 
that it teaches, not excepting its minutest par- 
ticle, belongs to the Christian foundation of 
faith. It belongs to the organic foundation, 
which is simply nothing more nor less than 
the entire Bible—all of the Bible and nothing 
but the Bible. It is this foundation that is 
decisive, and definitely and finally decisive, as 
to what a church dare and should teach. And 
let us add, since we are engaged in a discus- 
sion toward union, the BIBLE, in its entirety 
is Christendom’s God-given unifying organ,— 
its organic foundation of faith. We speak of 
a “dogmatic foundation,” in the generally ac- 
cepted sense, only in so far as we are inter- 
ested in assuming in Christian charity what 
persons may still be regarded as Christians*** 
in spite of the fact that they may be ignorant 
of or in error regarding much Christian doc- 
tring, and members of churches which cannot 
be fellowshipped, because they do not confess 
all of Christian truth and nothing but Chris- 
tian truth, 


But there is a second error, more important 
even than the first, if possible, in the state- 
ment which we have quoted above. The first 
error, Which we have already discussed, has 
to do with the Sola Scriptura principle, that 
is, with the principle expressed in the slogan: 
The Bible, all of the Bible, and nothing but 
the Bible. The second, which we wish to dis- 
cuss now, is related to the Sola Gratia prin- 
ciple, ie., to the principle of salvation “alone 
by grace.” 


Citing the statement, which we have al- 
ready quoted, again, we read: “A non-funda- 
mental doetrine simply is one that has no re- 
Jation to the (dogmatic) foundation of our 
faith, that is, to the doctrine of justification 
by grace for Christ’s sake, through faith.” 
Now, that again is simply a mistaken, unten- 
able, and unacceptable statement. The truth 
is that EVERY Christian doctrine is related 
to the dogmatic foundation of faith, in the 
generally accepted sense, that is, to the doc- 
trine of justification by grace for Christ’s sake 
through faith (the central Christian doctrine), 
and to its more intimately related doctrines. 
That truth has always been correctly taught 
by Missouri. Missouri also rightly contended 
for this truth against the old Iowa Synod, 
which is now incorporated in the A.C., in 
Just such union discussions as the present one. 
In an article, titled “The Doctrinal Differ- 
enees between Missouri and Iowa,” published 


te 


as Christians” ad- 
never absolutely know, The. Charch is 
[t must remain a matter of faith. 


We say this “may be regarded 
Be Hy; for we 
never visible, 


in Lehre und Wehre, Vol. 50, p. 441, blessed 
Dr. Stoeckhardt, e.g., says very pertinently: 
“Even though some doctrines are further re- 
moved from the center of faith than others, 
yet all doctrines belong within the compass 
of saving truth. And we of course demand 
unity in the whole sphere of doctrine, Scrip- 
tural doctrine, as a prerequisite of ehurech- 
fellowship”. 

In criticizing the statement which we have 
found it necessary to discuss here, we are not 
in any way charging anyone with conscious 
and wilful error, much less with apostasy from 
the faith. We are simply insisting that the 
essayist in question was mistaken in contend- 
ing for the untenable position which he was 
advocating; that the district in question was 
mistaken in accepting his views; that the edi- 
tor of our Concordia Theological Monthly was 
motivated by a zeal for God and for union 
which was “not according to knowledge” 
(Rom. 10, 2), when this periodical lent itself 
to a wider dissemination of such mistaken | 
views (July, 1940); and that the Lutheran 
Witness, which particularly recommended the 
essay in question as one containing “a very 
lucid exposition of the points at issue’ (Mar. 
5, 1940, p. 77), is in the same condemnation, 
**** We insist that the confusion which was 
introduced into our Church by the acceptance 
of the untenable St. Louis Resolutions of 1938 
has been and is being made worse by such 
unacceptable attempts at defense of those 
resolutions, regardless of how good and _sin- 
cere the intentions. of their promotors may 
be. We insist that we should have a voice in 
our echurch’s maintenance of doctrinal purity, 
and that the unfortunate placing of the is- 
sues involved in the present union discussion 
into the open by the hasty adoption of the 
1938 Resolutions of our Synod, and their sub- 
sequent defense in official and unofficial pub- 
lications within our church, make it impera- 
tive that we on our part should not withhold 
like testimony.***** We do this in all charity, 
and out of love for our church, and we trust 
that our testimony will likewise be accepted 
in all charity, In doing so we are encouraged 
by the thanks which ever so many have al- 
ready expressed for our humble testimony, 
and by the conviction that we are doing what 
God has asked of every soul that has been 
sanctified in the truth, 


wee Tet it be said here that the Lutheraner is the one 
publication in our midst which has kept its head through- 
out this union movement, A whole volume could be 
written with respect to this fact. It is regrettable 
that the circulation of this periodical must remain con- 
fined to a German minority in ovr midst. 


other 
have 


have also long ago taken 
measure of charity may 


bea Incidentally, we 
steps which an extreme 
secmed {fo surgest. 
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That the essayist in question, and the South- 
erm Nebraska District, were merely acting 
in confusion, regardless of what their inten- 
lions may have been, is clear from the essay 
itself, which we are discussing. For earlier 
in that essay the fine statement had been 
made: “A denial of any clearly revealed doc- 
trine of the Bible breaks down our entire 
corpus doctrinae and is directly or indirectly 
connected with the chief doctrines of the Gos- 
pel. [t is plain, therefore, that it is the 
historical position of the Lutheran Church 
that fellowship must be based upon unity 
in all doctrines of the Holy Bible.” (Proceed- 
ings, South Nebr. District, 1939, p. 28.) ‘Thus 
the essay contradicts and rightly refutes it- 
self, 


But to go on with our discussion. 
The 
stances his wrong contention with regard to 


essayist in question mistakenly  in- 


doctrines, .as expressed 
of the 
Jonah. (P. 33ff.) In direct contradiction to 
what he says—namely, that non-fundamental 


non-fundamental 
e 


above, with the example story of 


doctrines, like the story of Jonah have no 
relation to the central doctrine of our faith— 
that which the Bible (the organic foundation 
of faith) records regarding Jonah and_ the 
great prophet-swallowing fish has this rela- 
tion to the dogmatic foundation of faith, in 
the generally accepted sense, that is, lo the 
doctrine of justification by grace for Christ’s 
sake, and to the real or essential, Personal 
foundation, that is, to the mediating Person, 
Christ: that doubt concerning it, or its denial 
impairs the veracity of Christ who vouchces 
for the truth of the story in a most important 
way, making it a symbol, and, in fact, the 
sign of His resurrection, Mt. 12, 40; and it 
thus in effect destroys the whole foundation of 
our faith, What the essayist says, when he 
writes: “If the fish had never swallowed Jonah 
or if the story were not in the Bible, the foun- 
dation of our faith would still be sure and 
certain” is simply not to the point. It does 
not, and cannot, prove that the story of Jonah 
has no relation to the real foundation or to 
the dogmatic foundation of our faith. It only 
proves what needs no proof: that if the inci- 
dent had not occurred at all, or if it were net 
a fact that it is recorded as having occurred, 
then it would have no relation to the founda- 
tion of our faith, Of course it would not. 
How could it? How can anything which did 
not occur at all, which in other words does 
not exist, have any relation to anything ? How 
could a thing which we were not given to 
know have any relation to what we are asked 
to believe? But the fact is that the swallow- 


ing of Jonah did occur and is recorded in the 
Seriptures; and it therefore belongs to the 
foundation of our faith. It belongs to the or- 
ganic foundation of faith—Seripture. And it 
is related to the dogmatic foundation (the 
central doctrine, justification by faith) be- 
cause it is vitally related to the mediating 
Person, Christ (the real foundation), through 
whom our justification has been effect- 
ed 2 EEEES 


The argumentation of our essayist is not 
only at fault theologically; it also presents a 
logical absurdity. Try it out by a concrete 
illustration or two. For instance, this: A 
mother’s child has no relation to its mother; 
for if the child had never been born, the 
mother’s existence would still be sure and 
eertain. Or this: the various branches and 
twigs of a tree have no relation to the tree; 
for, if these had never come into existence, 
the tree would still be there. 


Let us simply put down this fundamental 
truth and cling to it: the entire Bible is one 
related whole, and no part of it dare be de- 
nied or made appear unimportant, unessential, 
and therefore categorically “non-divisive” of 
fellowship. (It is true that some parts of the 
Bible are more important than others, some 
less important, in a certain way. But that is 
another question, which we are not going to 
discuss here. What is important to say here is 
that “less important” never means unimport- 
ant.) It is, no doubt, because this simple 
truth was momentarily Jost sight of amid a 
high pressure of things that the St. Louis 
Resolutions of 1988 were adopted. Let it be 
said in all charity, and with honor to whom 
honor is duc, giving glory to God also in this, 
that the St. Louis Resolutions, were, thank 
God, never unanimously adopted, and never 
will be. They were not even unanimously 
adopted by those who had to bear the full 
brunt of the 1988 convention because of their 
presence there. We have proof in our hands 
that they were not even unanimously favored 
by Committee 16; that the committee heard 
strong objection from an outstanding mem- 
ber, one whom we all rightly revere******* 
and recognize as a leader in our Church. We 
are firmly convinced that the St. Louis Reso- 
lutions were not only premature but a serious 
mistake. The matter of union with the A.L.C. 
should have been still delayed in 1938, thal 
church should have been further dealt with. 


sexx This instance may serve to illustrate again the 
intimate integration of the threefold foundation of faith. 
It is ONE three-fold foundation, none of the separate 
parts of which we dare tamper with without fear of 
destroying alk This question has previously been dis- 
cussed in connection with the Creation Day Question, 
tp. “Destroying the Foundations,” Vol [, 3, p. U1. 

* Mt. 8, 19, 
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and the other synods of the Synodical Con- 
ference should also first have been consulted 
in the matter. As regards non-fundamental 
doctrines in particular, the position must be 
maintained that also in these things the auth- 
ority of the divine Word must be permitted to 
stand unmoved and the clarity of the Serip- 
tures must be clung to; no ambiguity dare 
be made of it, putting the matter in such a 
way as though not much depends on this, In 
keeping with such a position, the St. Louis 
tesolutions of 1988 must be rescinded. They 


cannot be maintained, And, of course, all 
similar action, such as acceptance of the 


Southern Nebraska District’s essay of 19389, 
must likewise be rescinded. ‘There simply is 
and can be no other alternative. 


P. HB. 


@ More Mistaken Argumentation 


The essay which has been discussed in the 
previous article contains more mistaken argu- 
mentation, besides that contained in the state- 
ment to which reference has already been 
made, 


It advocates the position that “divergence 
of views in any doctrine not revealed in the 
Holy Bible does not disturb at all the unity 
of faith.” (P. 34.) 


It should not require many words to point 
out the fallacy of such a statement. 

Simple truth is that whatever is taught in 
the Bible is Bible doctrine, and there dare 
be no divergence from it, On the other hand, 
whatever is not taught in the Bible dare never 
be made doctrine, 

By way of illustration, the Catholie Church 
teaches many “doctrines” which are not re- 
vealed in the Holy Bible. It teaches, for in- 
stance, the immaculate conception of the Vir- 
gin Mary, her eternal virginity, purgatory, 
and a multitude of other erroncous notions. 
The Reformed Church quite generally teaches 
chiliasm or millenialism. ‘There is a diver- 
gence of views among millenialists regarding 
this “doctrine,” which is not revealed in the 
Bible. Some are “pre-millenialists,” others 
“post-millenialists.” Not merely one or the 
other of these divergences of views, but all 
of them, disturb the unity of faith. Fer none 
of them are revealed in the Holy Bible. They 
are rather, one and all, contrary to Biblical 
revelation, They are themselves divergences 
from the Holy Bible, which permits us neither 
to add to, nor to subtract from, its doctrinal 
content. 

The essayist of the 1989 Southern Nebraska 
District Convention himself correctly states 


the Seriptural principles that determines this 
matter, and thus again fortunately contra- 
dicts and refutes himself. However, the key- 
statement which we are discussing, itself, is 
wrong. And it opens up the way for an un- 
Seriptural and anti-Scriptural divergence of 
views in matters of doctrine for which the 
American Lutheran Church, and the old Iowa 
Synod, which is being perpetuated by it, have 
always contended, and tolerance for which 
the St. Louis Resolutions of 1988 have mis- 
takenly granted. 


The essayist in question himself discusses 
one of the doctrinal divergences of the A.L.C., 


namely, that of millenialism, In doing so, 


he says, strangely enough: “We are speak- 
ing of people who reject the doctrine of the 
millennium.” ‘That is, of course, not at all 
the ease. ‘he A.L.C., also in its Declaration, 
expressly demands toleration of the false doc- 
trine of “a millenial reign of Christ’ with all 
of its characteristic features: a still future 
revelation of the Antichrist, the conversion 
of the Jews, and a physical resurrection of 
the Christian martyrs. We do not know of a 
single important characteristic that might still 
be needed to make complete a millentalistic 
system of “doctrine”, 


Discussing the last named feature of this 
systematized chiliastic “doctrine”, that is, a 
vainly hoped for resurrection of the martyrs, 
the essayist says that he can find no fault 
with the statement of the A.L.C. Declara- 
tion that “If someone should wish to believe 
on the basis of Rev, 20, 4 that God may do 
again what He did once, . . . then such per- 
son may still be regarded as an orthodox 
Lutheran theologian.” (P. #1.) 


Now, we find a great dea] of fault with 
that statement, as we necessarily must. It 
simply will not do to believe that because 
God did something once He may do it again. 
With God nothing is impossible. He could, 
therefore do again anything and everything 
which He did once. But whether He may do 
it again or not is quite another question, God » 
once sent His Son into the world, having Him 
visibly appear among men, to establish His 
kingdom on earth, He ate and drank with 
them, healed the sick, and yes,—raised the 
dead. But there is no reason to believe and 
teach that He may do any or all of these 
things again as He once did. There is rather 
every reason to believe and know He will not 
do so. For Seripture expressly assures us that 
this is the case. And for what He may and 
will still do, we are to believe and teach only 
that He may and will do that for which we 
have His promise. 


——]7— 


Now, our essayist calls attention to a pass- 


age, in which the A.L.C. says some suppose 
to find a promise of a physical resurrection 


of the martyrs. Tor it is said--to repeat 
this: “If someone should wish to believe on 
the basis of Rev. 20, 4 that God may do again 
what He did once . . . then such person may 
still be regarded as an orthodox Lutheran 
theologian.” (Our emphasis.) But we ask, 
where is there any basis in Rev. 20, 4 for be- 
lieving that God may do again what He did 
once, namely, that He may raise the bodies 
of the martyrs before the general resurrection 
of all the dead on the last day? The passage 
in question speaks of souls, to mention but this 
detail of the apocalyptic vision that is record- 
ed here, We repeat that the question at issue 
here is not the question of a possibility of a 
resurrection to be performed by our Lord, 
and the issue should not be confused by the 
introduction of an argument resting upon that 
question, It is a question of whether God has 
given us the promise of such a resurrection, 
And there we say, as we must say, that to 
find in Rev. 20, 4 a promise of a physical res- 
urrection is a perversion of this Scripture 
passage, The teaching of such a resurrection 
is, Morcover, a teaching which is contrary to 
other clear passages of Seripture. It is just 
such a teaching of Jewish fables as Serip- 
ture and our Lutheran Confessions warn us 
against. Trae Lutheran teaching and confes- 
sion is that God “will at the last day raise 
up me and all the dead.” (Luther’s Smail 
Catechism, Explanation of ‘Third Article of the 
Creed.) 


Lest we be charged with omitting in the 
statement which we have now twice quoted, 
with a properly indicated omission, something 
vital to its discussion, we shall onee more 
cite that statement, fully. It 
entirety: “If someone should wish to believe 
on the basis of Rey. 20, 4, that God may do 


again what He did onee, and if such person 


reads, in its 


from such viewpoint does not draw conse- 
quences in conflict with Bible doctrines, then 
such person may still be regarded as an ortho- 
Now, all that still 
needs to be said—and that is the point here— 
is this, that whoever teaches a physical resur- 
rection of the martyrs on the basis of Rey. 
20, 4 has already drawn from that passage 
unwarranted consequences that are in con- 
flict with Bible doctrines. Our essayist also 
scems to sense this. For, again strangely 
cnough, and once more contradicting himself, 
he had, carlier in the same essay asked: “If 
the American Lutheran Chureh is really ortho- 
dox in all matters with the exception of the 


dox Lutheran theologian,” 


points noted (the four points regarding the 
Last things: millennium, Antichrist, conversion 
of the Jews, physical resurrection of the 
martyrs; and the fundamental question of a 
“visible side” of the invisible Church——these 
being the only points of difference between 
us and the A.L.C. that are discussed in the 
essay), did Synod do right in declaring them 
to be non-divisive of church fellowship, or 
did Synod do wrong ?’’* 


We have herewith by no means exhausted 
the discussion of what to us seems to call 
for criticism in the essay at hand. But we 
believe that we have again shown sufficiently 
what confusion has been permitted entrance 
among us by the adoption of the St. Louis 
Resolutions of 1988. We believe that we have 
again shown how imperative it is that those 
resolutions be rescinded. They cannot stand, 


P. HY OB. 


© Should We Become Fundamentalists ? 


There is great danger that we may become 
fundamentalists without realizing it. 


The term “fundamentalist” involves a dis- 
tinction between Seriptural doctrines. ‘There 
are certain Scriptural doctrines which a sin- 
ner must know under all circumstances in or- 
der to be saved. These may be called funda- 
mental, inasmuch as a knowledge of them is 
absolutely essential to the foundation (‘‘fan- 
dament”) of saving faith under all cireum- 
stances, There are other Scriptural doctrines 
of which believing sinners have been ignor- 
ant without losing their faith, ‘hese doc- 
trines may be called non-fundamental, inas- 
much as a knowledge of them is not abso- 
lutely essential to the foundation of saving 
faith under all circumstances. Under certain 
circumstances, as in some temptation, a “non- 
fundamental” doctrine of Scripture may prove 
to be as essential to saving faith as a ‘‘funda- 
mental’ doctrine. Fundamental doctrines are 
such as are absolutely essential to saving faith 
under all circumstances. 

Should we become fundamentalists? A fun-~ 
damentalist is a person who considers dis- 
agreement in non-fundamentals permissible im 
the church, and insists on agreement only in 
fundamentals. A fundamentalist calls anyone 
2 brother who agrees with him in the funda- 


* The essayist had emphasized that the report of or 
19388 Convention Committee 16 does not say that a 
difference of doctrine is not divisive, but it says “it need 
not be divisive.’ But in the next moment he goes on 
{o say that Synod declared the points noted ‘to be non- 
divisive of fellowship,’’ thus contradicting himself also 
here. The argument by which he construets ‘igs not 
divisive’ out of ‘need not be divisive’ (P. 40) is as 
faulty as much of the other logic of this treatise, as 
untenable, and as unacceptable to us, We are once 
more moved to exclaim: what confusion is rampant In 
our chureh since 1938! 


mentals, even though this “brother” 
with him in non-fundamentals. 


disagree 


Should we become fundamentalists? We 
have not been such. In 1982 Dr. Theodore 
Graebner rightly stated, “Our church-body 
is neither Modernist nor Fundamentalist, since 
it accepts the Bible alone and believes that 
agreement in all its teachings, not only in 
fundamentals, is necessary for church-fellow- 
ship.” (Pastor and People, p. 25.) In other 
words, our chureh-body has not considered 
disagreement even in non-fundamentals per- 
missable in the Church. 


Should we become fundamentalists? Appar- 


ently, some of our brethren think so. The 
American Lutheran recently stated, that “dif- 


ferences in non-fundamentals are not divisive 
of church-fellowship.” (Mareh, 1940, p. 28.) 
This is another way of saying that disagree- 
ment in non-fundamentals is permissible in 
the church. The quotation really deseribes 
the fundamentalist position according to 
which agreement only in fundamentals is ne- 
cessary for church-fellowship. Without realiz- 
ing it, our brethren are advocating that we 
become fundamentalists.* 


Should we become fundamentalists? In 
other words, should we begin to consider 
disagreement in non-fundamentals permiss- 


* No doubt The American Lutheran considers its state~ 
ment in harmony with Missouri's ‘Doctrinal Basis’ of 
1938. Tor this document, especially in the light of sub- 
sequent official statements, seems to advocate funda-~ 
mentalism., In its Declaration the American Lutheran 
(hurech asked that we tolerate disagreement in certain 
non-fundamentals by declaring such disagreement not 
disruptive of church-fellowship, Our Synod replied that 
such disagreement need not be divisive of church-fellow- 
ship, although agreement in all doctrines should he 
sought. In other words, Synod has implied that while 
full agreement in doctrine is desirable, yet such agree- 
ment is not necessary for the establishing of church- 
fellowship. So our Committee on Lutheran Union un- 
derstood the matter, as is clear from the folowing: 

“The reply of the ‘American. Lutheran Church cominis- 
sioners read thus: . ‘While we are ready to con- 
tinue the discussion “of these points,’ namely, certain 
non-fundamentals, ‘certainly the erection of chureh- 
fellowship should not be made contingent on the result 
of these deliberations; church-ftellowship is justified, 
and can be practiced, even if no agreement is reached 
on these points.’ We gave our approval to this state- 
ment.” (A Letter of the Committee on Lutheran Union 
Addressed to the Clergy of ‘the Missouri Synod,"’ Dee. 
Ss, 1999, p. 5.) This, too, seems to express the funda- 
mentalist position, Tt will not help matters at all to 
explain that by ‘non-fundamentals” our Synodical Reso- 
lutions mean “open questions” or ‘theological problems", 
that is, questions which are not answered in Seripture. 
Naturally, the fundamentalist must regard non-funda- 
mentals as open questions or theological problems. In- 
deed, if Synod had been thinking of truly open ques- 
tion, it would hardly have urged any agreement in them 
in connection with the establishing of church fellowship. 
l‘or according to its own Brief Statement ‘‘topen ques- 
{ions must remain open questions.” But Synod made 
it plain that it was not thinking of open questions or 
theological problems. lor it adopted the report of Com- 
mittee IG which stated, “In some non-fundamental 
points concerning the doctrine of the Last Things the 
Declaration of the American Taatheran Church repre- 
sentatives asks tolerance for certain teachings and in- 
terpretations which have peed rejected in our circles.” 
(Synodical Proceedings, 1988, p. 229. Our emphasis.) 
Morcover, the Brief Statement (No. 44) declares: “Not 
to be included in the number of open questions are 
the following: The doctrine of the Church, and the 
Ministry, of Sunday, of Chillasm, and of Antichrist, 
these doctrines being clearly defined in) Seripture.’”’ 


able in the Church? If we 
of all have to surrender the ‘ 
tals’ made prominent by the “Doctrinal Ba- 
sis” of 1988.* But if we surrender those non- 
fundamentals, we must logically surrender all 
non-fundamentals on request. We cannot in- 
sist on some after we have given up others 
in deference to the principle that ‘differences 
in non-fundamentals are not divisive of church 
fellowship.” Having surrendered the non- 
fundamentals, we must logically surrender 
the secondary fundamentals, such as the doc- 
tring coneerning the Sacraments, since a 
knowledge of them is not absolutely essen- 
tial to saving faith. But we cannot stop even 
with this. Fundamentalism leads finally to 
Modernism according to history, that is, to 
the denial of all Seriptural doctrines. It can- 
not be otherwise. The adoption of the funda- 
mentalist principle involves a conscious or un- 
conscious denial of the principle that Serip- 
ture speaks with divine authority. For if we 
need not submit to its utterances in non- 
fundamentals, we need not do so in funda- 
mentals. If it does not bind us to the form- 
er, it does not bind us to the latter. 


> do, we shall first 
‘non-fundamen- 


Should we become fundamentalists? To do 
so would be disobedience to our Lord, He has 
commanded us to teach “all things whatso- 
ever” He has commanded, and “all things” in- 
clude non-fundamentals. This commandment 
requires obedience, not only of us, but also of 
those whom we support and encourage in 
their worship and church work, Persistent 
fundamentalists as well as modernists must 
therefore be rejected and avoided by us, 
simply because we should not support or en- 
courage disobedience to the Lord, 


Should we become fundamentalists? If we 
do, we ministers of the Gospel disqualify our- 
selves for our office. God wants His spokes- 
men to be sound in doctrine. Titus 1, 9; 2 
Tim, 8, 15-17. A fundamentalist is not sound 
in doctrine, and therefore has no divine right 


to instruet Christians or their teachers, It is 
for him to be sound in doctrine. 
Should we become fundamentalists? If we 


do, we shall sin against the souls of men by 
depriving them of what God has intended for 
their souls. Acts 20, 26, 27. a 

We should by no means become fundamen- 
Lalists, because fundamentalism is, in fine, a 
sin against God and men. It is a sin to ex- 
tend the principle of the open forum to the 
field of Scriptural doctrine, to make non-fun- 


* TI, @.. the doefrine that all believers will be resurrect- 
edoon the Last Day, Tor the false doctrine of a special 
resurrection of the martyrs before the Last Day, for 
which the Declaration asks toleration, makes the afore- 
said Aoctrine an open question in practice, simply hee 
ease any believer may die a martyr 


ease 


damentals of Scripture open questions or theo- 
logical problems, to consider differences in 
non-fundamentals not divisive of church-fel- 
lowship. Our Synod is in great danger of 
committing that sin. Even if the Resolutions 
of 1988 have not committed us to fundamen- 
talism, they have given the strong impression 
to many within and outside our Synod, that 
we are ready to become fundamentalists. ‘The 
least we can now do is penitently to rescind 
those resolutions, expressly repudiate funda- 
mentalism in word and deed, and wipe out its 
first beginnings in our Synod with the help of 
God. 
D. L. Pfeiffer. 


© What Has the Rank and File of 
A Church’s Membership to Say? 


Citing John 10, 4ff. 8; Mt. 7, 15; I Thess. 
5, 21; and Mt. 24, 4f., and warning most 
earnestly against the dangerous error of com- 
placently permitting matters of doctrine to be 
decided by the judgment of officials, theo- 
logians, and conventions, Luther says:— 


“Christ sets wp a contrary rule, takes from 
officials, theologians, and conventions* both 
the right and the power to judge doctrine, 
and gives it to the rank and file of Christians 
in general... My dear friend, what can be 
said against this by such windbags as shuffle 
and ‘say: ‘Conventions, conventions! Ah, one 
must listen to the Church’s theologians, its 
officials, its majority! One must respect es- 
tablished practice and custom!’ Do you think 
that for me God’s Word should give way to 
your established practice, custom, and_ offi- 
cials? Nevermore! Therefore we shall let ofti- 
cials and conventions resolve and formulate 
what they will; but where we have God’s Word 
before us, it will be for us, and not for them, 
to say whether it be right or wrong, and they 
shall give way to us and obey our word... 
Every warning which St. Paul issues, Rom. 
16, 18;** I Cor. 1, 10.14; Gal. 8, 4ff.; Col. 
2, 9, and everywhere; likewise all utterances 
of the prophets, in which they teach that doc- 
trines of men are to be shunned—these do 
nothing else than that they take from teach- 
ers the right and the power to judge all 
teachers, and by an carnest commandment, 
involving loss of one’s soul, place it upon the 


* Thus we have rendered Luther’s ‘'Lischoefe, Lehrer, 
und Concilia.” No one will question the propriety of 
this. (Cp. in the Small Cate- 


eg. his use of “bishops 
chism.) , 


** Luther's use of Itom. 16, 18 here, in connection with 
what follows, shows how far some present-day ‘ints r- 
preters” have departed from. the plain meaning of this 
foe and from the truly Lutheran position regarding 
t. 

—-? 


“a 


¢ 


hearers; so that these net only have the right 
and the power to judge everything that is 
proclaimed, but it is their duty so to judge, 
lest they invite the disfavor of divine Maj- 
esty.”-—That a Christian Assembly or Congre- 
gation Has the Right and Power to Judge 
All Doctrine and to Call, Install, and Dismiss 
Yeachers: Ground and Reason from Scrip- 
tare. 1523. St. L. Edit., X, 1588-1549. Cp. 
also Walther, The Proper Organization of a 
Local Ev. Luth. Congregation in a Free State, 
‘Chesis 26: “Of a Congregation’s Exercise of 
Its Obligation to Concern Itself as to Purity 
of Doctrine and of Life, and to Practice Dis- 
cipline in Both Respects with regard to Its 
Members.” Pp. 107-111. (Summary in Wal- 
ther and the Church, C.P.H., 1938, p. 102.) 


P. HB, 


® The Bible in The American Lutheran 
Church 


The December issue of the Journal of Theo- 
logy, organ of the American Lutheran Confer- 
ence, contains an article on ‘Present-Day 
Signs of the Second Advent with Particular 
Reference to ‘Trends within the Church.” It 
is written wholly in the manner of the ‘“‘scien- 
tifie’ theology of American Lutheranism. We 
are not going to discuss this article in its 
entirety. From beginning to end it teems with 
error, confusion, and doubt. We do, however, 
want to cite one significant sentence from it, 
to show how far American Lutheranism, which 
boldly publishes such articles, has fallen from 
grace. 


Discussing the question of the conversion 
of the Jews, in accordance with its variegated 
conception of millenialists, the author brazen- 
ly sets himself over God, whose eternal Word 
does not fit into his own scheme of things; 


and, citing, Rom. 11, 25#f., blasphemously 
says: “Paul in his attempt to dispel ignorance 


has added confusion.” (P. 865.) 
Can we believe our cyes, as we read this?! 


The author of the article in question is 
listed among the clergy of the American Luth- 
eran Chureh in the latest (1941) edition of 
the Lutheran Almanac and Year-Book of that 
chureh-body. Since 1988 many have been lead 
to believe that agreement, sufficient doctrinal 
agreement for union, has finally come about 
between that Church and our own... It was 
all a dreadful mistake. There wags no such 
agreement, even as respects the most import 
ant Christian doctrines, in 1988. There is ne 
such agreement now. We rather seem, alas, te 
be drifting farther and farther apart. This 


Yd -- 


ought to be clear from this latest instance of 
“American Lutheran” theology. 

God speed the day when our acceptance 
of the untenable 19388 Union Articles, looking 
toward fellowship with the A.L.C., shall be 
rescinded. 


P. HL OB. 


© ‘In the Light of Our Declaration 


“We believe that the Brief Statement view- 
ed in the light of our. Declaration is not im 
contradiction to the Minneapolis ‘Theses.” 
These words of the Sandusky Resolutions 
have often been quoted as meaning that ac- 
cording to the A.L.C. the Brief Statement is 
to be interpreted according to their Declara- 
tion. This is, of course, implied in the words. 

But there is still another consideration of 
vital importance which must not be overlook- 
ed. The words also imply that without the 
Declaration, the Minneapolis Theses are in 
contradiction to the Brief Statement. And this 
is veally the case. 

The Minneapolis Theses know only a justi- 
fication on account of the imputation of the 
righteousness of Christ by faith (Cp. Doc- 
trinal Declarations p. 22); and they contain 
an antithesis directed against the doctrine of 
the Synodical Conference. ‘This antithesis con- 
demns all teaching “which directly or indi- 
rectly would conflict with the order of salva- 
tion and would not give to all an equally 
great opportunity of salvation.” (P. 28.) It 
has always been contended by the synods 
which now constitute the A.L.C. that who- 
ever teaches an equally evil conduct of those 
who are converted and those who are lost 
“indirectly denies” the universal grace and a 
real opportunity of salvation to all. The A.L.C. 
sees in dissimilar conduct the only possi- 
bility of holding fast a universal and_ resist- 
ible grace, 

The Brief Statement, on the other hand, 
(although teaching a resistible grace) rejects 
the dissimilar conduct, and hence falls under 
the condemnation of the Minneapolis ‘Theses. 
But the A. L. C. Declaration nicely bridges 
the gulf by stressing the resistibility of grace; 
for, according to its way of thinking, this 
saves the dissimilar conduct which in turn 
is meant to save the universality of grace. 

Incidentally the statement that all men have 
an “egually great opportunity of salvation” 
is contrary to Scripture. The men of Caper- 
naum had a greater opportunity than those 
of Nineveh, and the people of Jerusalem than 
those of Sodom. 

Now the Minneapolis Theses are and re- 
main part of the doctrinal platform of the 


A.L.C. Therefore, beware of ‘the light of our 
Declaration!” H tries to harmonize contra- 
dicting confessions and turns our endeavors 
to reach an understanding with the A.L.C. 
into a unionistic affair. 


J. B. 


© The Question of Honesty in the Luth- 
eran Union Movement 


The question of honesty has often been rais- 
ed in the present union movement, not so 
much by us but rather by our critics. We 
grant that this question may be to the point 
in any controversy, and particularly in a con- 
troversy where as much is at stake as is the 
case in the present union movement. We shall 
therefore call attention to just one matter, 
for the present, in which those who hold a 
different view from ours in the present union 
movement can and by all means should be 
called upon to demonstrate their honesty. 


We are referring to a very vital mis-state- 
ment of fact in Dr. Reu’s essay “Toward 
Lutheran Unity,” which has been published 
and widely disseminated by the American 
Lutheran Chureh throughout the Lutheran 
Chureh in America. Dr. Reu has mistakenly 
claimed, in the pamphlet named, that Dy. 
Walther championed the view that we certain- 
ly must not be agreed on doctrines of non- 
fundamental importance. In the August issue 
of The Confessional Lutheran we have very 
plainly and conclusively shown that Dr. Reu 
and the American Lutheran Church are mis- 
taken in disseminating such views and mak- 
ing them the basis of an appeal for union, 
also among Missourians, We did not ques- 
tion Dr. Reu’s honesty, nor that of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church. ,We questioned only 
their scholarship. We believe that they are 
honestly mistaken.’ However, now that we 
have shown that to be ,the case, we do 
expect to see a public correction of this er- 
ror. Honesty now compels it. A marked copy 
of The Confessional Lutheran has gone to Dr. 
Reu's address. At a recent conference we 
asked Dr. Reu privately what his reaction was, 
He admitted “there is a difference’ between 
what Walther actually said and what he has 
been represented as having said by Dr. Reu 
in the official and important publication of the 
A.L.C., “In the Interest of Lutheran Unity,” 
to which we have referred, Will Dr. Reu and 
the American Lutheran Church now be honest 
enough to admit their error publicly and to 
correct it, since it is of sueh importance in 
the present union movement? (We have heard 
just this misrepresentation of Dr. Walther 
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referred to time and again at conferences as 
a mistaken basis for an appeal for union.) 
This is a legitimate question, a vital ques- 
tion, a question that demands an answer now, 
We await the answer to that question. It 
will show the honesty of our critics, 

Incidentally, should we not expect to sce 
such important mistaken claims as this one 
repudiated by our own leaders if they wish 
to retain the confidence of others in their 
competence to lead us in the right direction 
in the present union discussions ? 


H. b. 


© Walther’s Theses on the Modern 
Theory Of Open Questions 


(Continued ) 
Thesis VI 


“Even crrors concerning non-funda- 
mental or also secondary fundamental 
articles of faith which are found in the 
writings of sainted acknowledged ortho- 
dox teachers do not yet stamp these as 
false teachers and do not deprive them 
of the reputation of orthodoxy.” 


The emphasis in the above thesis is on 
“these teachers,” to whom reference is made. 
Their case is not to be made a criterion for 
others, 

What Walther means to say here, in the 
first place, is this that while even past recog- 
nized Lutheran teachers have erred, there are 
mnitigating circumstances in their case which 
still enable us to think of them as orthodox 
teachers; but that this fact is not to be mis- 
used by us, and, by a process of generaliza- 
tion and other specious argumentation, to be 
made a basis for leegitimizing doctrinal indif- 
ference in the Church. 

Walther calls attention to the fact that the 
Towa Synod, for instance, in an endeavor to 
justify its adherence to the false modern 
theory of open questions by reference to the 
blemishes of past acknowledged orthodox 
teachers, made a formal business of uncover- 
ing all weaknesses in the writings of these 
fathers which they could spy, these teachers 
seeming to exist for them for the sole pur- 
pose of demonstrating how far one may de- 
part from the Seriptures without forfeiting 
one’s reputation of orthodoxy and confession. 
al faithfulness, and not for the purpose of 
drawing true theological wisdom from their 
writings, 

To let Walther speak for himself, he says: 
“We, on the contrary, declare, that our es- 
teemed Lutheran teachers were of course also 
men, whe could therefore err and who actu- 


ally did err in one and another respect. But 
what was done of them in weakness, and 


hence was forgiven them, must not now... 
be by us deliberately and therefore in a eon- 
demnable way misused toward doctrinal indif- 
ference, but should be shunned and used for 
the purpose of becoming all the more wary, all 
the more free from every idolatrous trusting 
in men, and though they be the most re- 
spected, learned, and pious men, and to be- 
come ever more vividly conscious of the fact 
that Seripture alone is the wholly pure foun- 
tain-source of truth, ‘the sole rule and norm 
according to which all teachings and teachers 
alike are to be judged and estimated, other 
writings, however, of teachers both patristic 
and more recent (sive Patrum sive Neoticorum 
seripta), whatever name they may bear, should 
not be regarded as equal to the Seriptures, 
but are all of them to be subjected one like 
another to the same.’ (Beginning of the For- 
mula of Concord.) While the old faithful 
teachers of our Chureh are, therefore, in other 
respects our teachers, they are, as respects 
their faltering, signals of warning to us, in 
keeping with the familiar maxim: ‘Lapsus mai- 
orum sit tremor minorum.’ that is to say, let 
the stumbling of greater ones serve to make 
lesser one tremble.” Lehre und Wehre, XIV, 
p. 2386. 

Walther further “One 
well further point out the fact that there are 


warns : may here 


not a few points of doctrine, and very im: 
portant points of doctrine, with regard to 
which something erroneous is to be discover 
ed in some writing of some otherwise ortho- 
dox teacher; for which reason appeal to the 
deviations of those who may in other respects 
be orthodox, for the purpose of vindieating 
the theory of open questions necessarily Jeads 
to complete annihilation of all doctrinal purity 
and unity.” Loc. cit, p. 289. 


Walther also adds: “No doubt attention is 
furthermore to be called to the facet that when 
orthodox teachers of note of a past better 
generation became guilty of some deviation, 
this usually occurred without there being any- 
one to notice it or to have the courage to 
gainsay so noted a teacher.” Loc. cit. 


Vor this reason, Walther says: ‘As little 
as our fathers wanted to make hercties of 
the Church Tathers when they denounced er 
rors of the Papists which these tried to make 
attractive by an appeal to the Fathers; just 
so little do we, by rejecting some error in @ 
contemporary, want to condemn and make 
heretics of those fathers thereby, because 
they, without having their attention drawn to 
it, and therefore out of weakness and uol 
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from stiffneekedness, entertained the same er- 


ror.” Loc. cit., p. 285. 


Walther did not mean to say that since this 
or that teacher once taught so or so, without 
being declared a heretic or denied church- 
fellowship in his day, therefore also contem- 
porary teachers of the Church must be allow- 
ed the liberty to deviate from the Word of 
God in the same point, without being charged 
with heresy or schismaticism and having the 
hand of fellowship and the right to teach in 
the orthodox church denied him. (‘lhis has 
always been the specious argument of the 
fowa Synod, as Walther points out, as it is 
of the present-day A.L.C.) Cp. Loc. cit, p. 
2338. 


“It is indeed a disagreeable task,’ says 
Walther, ‘“‘to prove to Protestants, Lutherans, 
and indeed to men who want to be Seriptural 
theologians par-excellence, the futility of this 
prop of the theory of open questions.” Such 
an argument, he rightly points out, as that 
of the false open question theory advocatcs 
we may well leave to Rome. “Or,” he asks, 
“was it indeed not permissable for Papists to 
appeal to the errors of the Church Iathers 
who are recognized in all Christendom as 
orthodox teachers, aye, as luminaries in the 
Church and as pillars of the same, but dare 
Lutherans on the other hand appeal to the 
errors of orthodox Lutheran teachers for a 
similar purpose?” Loe, cit. p, 284. 


Walther points out that nothing less than 
the main principle of Protestantism is at stake 
in this question. He therefore rightly says: 


“Let Iowan gentlemen,*** whenever they are 


wee Walther’s express reference to lowa has pbeacn ¢x- 
punged in this passage in the translation of his essay 
which appeared in the Concordia Theological Monthly 
last year, in which his words are simply raade to read: 
“fet men continue etc.” C.T.M., Oct., 1989, p. 235. We 
can conceive of no excuse for this which might be hon- 
ored by us under the present circumstances. 1ionesty 
and the great cause of ‘the truth that is at stake in 
the present controverted union movement compel us to 
suy that more than just the scholarship of tne C.T.M, 
is involved and at fault here, We have pointed out cise- 
where that this is not the only instance in which such 
vital references to the unionistic lowa-A.L.C. theory of 
open, non-divisive questions has been omiltcd in the 
C.T.M. translation of Walther’s essay, 

Despite Walther’s repeated and emphatically insist- 
ent express ‘testimony to the contrary, one of Ue loads 
wis in our present movement toward union with the 
A. Ll. Ce. and other Lutherans on the unacceptable basis 
of the untenable St. Louis Resolutions of iss has ven- 
tured the absurd contention: that “demonstrably the 
Jowa Synod dropped this doctrine [its false doctrine of 
open questions] in 1867.7"!!! Cp. ‘din the Interest of Fair- 
ness and ruth,’ The Confessional Lutheran, July, i949, 


p. 18. Also, Lutheran Witness, June 25, 1040, p. 223: "The 
resolutions of 1938 so far as open qttestions are con- 


rned merely stated what was on record since 1867.7!!! 
The mistaken contention of the Lutheran Witness, and 
the fearful confusion which is at the bottom of it and 
which has now heen so widely disseminated through 
the publicity which the Lutheran Witness receives, will 
be discussed more fully at a later time, In the imean- 
while it is to be borne in mind’ that Walther’s clussic 
ry on “The Valse Props of the Modern Theory of 


Open Questions,” in which he polemicized so severely 
and © tively against the Iowa Synod was) published 
Fol AG ay @r atter the colloguy Lets ces li paul 
fit dowd repeoventatives, in whica Tove niistak uy 


pul to it because of their unionistic theory 
of open questions continue to be immediately 
at hand with some naevus (imperfection, blem- 
ish) of our old, highly honored orthodox 
teachers; let them e.g. as respects the doc- 
trine of Sunday which they have learned to 
know as a Scriptural doctrine ask to have it 
regarded and treated as an open question, par- 
ticularly, as they say, because Gerhard erred 
in regard to it—we shall as good Protestants 
declare to them over and over again: Amicus 
Plato, amicus Socrates, amicus Lutherus, ami- 
cus Gerhardus, sed magis amica veritas, magis 
amica Scriptura sacra, yes, with St. Paul and 
all Apostles: ‘But though we, or an angel 
from heaven preach any other gospel to you 
than that which we have preached unto you, 
let him be accursed!’ Gal. 1, 8.” Loc. cit., p. 
240, 

Walther rightly insists that we prove our- 
selves true children of the Reformation if we 
neither permit the aberrations of the dog- 
maticians among our Lutheran fathers to be 
made a rule of faith, nor to be made a cha. - 
ter for error contrary to God’s Word. For 
in that case we are merely following their 
own example and precept. Not only are we 
then dealing with them as they dealt with t. 
Church Fathers, but we are then, morecovet, 
following their express direction, not to place 
them and their writings above Christ and 
God’s Word, but to prove all things and to 
hold fast that which is good.’ Loe. cit. p. 

Walther also rightly calls attention to the 
fact that it might be well to show that times 
arise during which, because of the encroach- 
ment of corruption, it is more’ important and 
necessary than at other times and under other 
circumstances to rebuke even the slightest de- 


stated to have dropped its doctrine of open questions, 
Walther's essay represents the outcome of that colloquy, 
Walther and his colleagues had to continue to testify 
against Towa's false open question theory to their dying 
day, as did Picper and others, down to our own time, 
Our synod's historic position over against the mistaken 
lowan-A.L.C. view is also embodied in the Brief State- 
ment. Vhe “doctrinal basis for future church-fellowship 
between the Missouri Synod and ‘the American Lutheran 


Chureh” embodied in the St. Louis Union Resolutions 
ot 19388 (General Proceedings, 1938, p. 2381) represents 


a complete emasculation of our Brief Statement of the 
Doetrinal Position of the Missouri Synod of 1982 which 
Dr, I. Pfotenhauer has called Dr. Pieper’s ‘“‘legacy to 
our Synod” (loreword to Brief Statement, p. 3), and of 
the historical and Seripturally correct position of our 
Synod throughout its first one hundred years. The pur- 
pose of our present testimony is to gain brethren to 
confess with us the truth which our fathers confessed, 
and, on the basis of it, work with us in the only 
proper way toward gaining others for it, instead of de- 
Claring departures from it non-divisive, and in a mis- 
taken zeal for an un-Scriptural and therefore unaccept- 
able union even defaming those who would contend for 


it as “schismatics’ and ‘separatists’, with an actual 
mistaken appeal to Walther for such defamation, ClLuth- 


275.) The Confescional 
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eran Witness, Aue, 6, 1910, p. 
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vialion in some certain point of doctrine, ete.” 
(Loe. cit., p. 289.) ‘To which we may add that 
we are facing exactly such a time and such 
circumstances today. References: Lehre und 
Wehre, XIV, p. 238-240. (C.T.M., X, 10, p. 


752-759.) 


A proper consideration of this thesis leaves 
no room for the false modern theory of open, 
non-divisive questions in the field of Scrip- 
tural, Christian doctrine. On the contrary, it 
demands denunciation of it. 

(To be continued) 
PL. B. 


© Reason or Revelation 


Dr. Th, Engelder, in the current issues of 
the Concordia Theological Monthly, is prescnt- 
ing a series of articles entitled “Reason or 
Revelation?” — Mspecially the installments 
in the September and October issues strike 
at the heart of the differences among. the 
Lutherans of America. Perhaps the conelud- 
ing article will get more directly demonstrate 
how we ourselves “are prone to rationalistic 
thinking” in the current theological discus- 
sions which are being carried on with the 
American Lutheran Chureh, 


It is not cnough to hear a profession of the 
Sola Scriptura * principle. It is not even 
enough to hear any one profess that he ac- 
cepts the doctrine of verbal inspiration. Luth- 
eran colloquists have done that in the current 
union discussions and yet at the same time 
revealed themselves as belonging to those har- 
monizing theologians whom Dr, Mngelder so 
mercilessly but justly flays in the current. is- 


sues of our C. T. M. 


One visks the displeasure of many in refer- 
ting to things which were stated or wrilten 
more than ten years ago. But when they are 
as up-to-date as the following, surely a good 
purpose is served in’ publishing them. Dr. 
Stellhorn at an Intersynodical mecting in De- 
troit, Mich., in which Dr. I. Pieper presented 
our side of the subject under discussion, said: 
“The Christian doctrines form for the believer, 
especially for the theologian, a recognizable 
harmonious whole or system, which is taken 
out of the fully clear passages of Holy Writ, 
and amalgamated. ‘This organic whole is the 
highest norm for Scripture interpretation, even 
above parallelism, or, the comparison of the 
various pasages which treat of one doctrine; 
in other words; it forms the analogy of faith.” 
(Unterscheidungslehren, p. 48.)* 


noted that, aside from other considera- 
Bible is not the organic foundation of 
this Qefinition!—P. HL Lb. 


J dt is to be 
‘ons, the whole 
faith aecarding to 


In the C. T. M., Nov. 1989, pp. 86-Lf., we 
have a report from Australia concerning 
church-fcllowship discussions over there. Ac- 
cording to it, our Australian brethren were 
obliged to object to a “twofold principle of 
Scripture interpretation,” which holds Serip- 
ture and faith must be used in interpreting 
Scripture. Here in America at least one Dist- 
rict Conference, after discussing such matters 
as these at several intersynodical meetings, 
concluded that there is no agreement with it 
and the spokesmen of the A.L.C. in the same 
section, And the present writcr cannot con- 
elude anything else but that there is very 
acfinitely a fundamental difference between 
the ALC. and us in regard to the Scripture. 
All of the above references can serve very 
well in application of what our eminent Dr. 
tngelder is writing about in the current issues 


of the C. T. M. 


Any pastor knows that there are many who 
loudly claim that they have the Sola Serip- 
tura principle, also outside of the Lutheran 
Church. But in applying Scripture or in ex- 
plaining it, they use their reason. They may 
call it faith; but it is reason. 


The Confessional Lutheran has done well 
in bringing to its readers much discussion of 
the issues concerning non-fundamentals and 
open questions in theology. The aberrations 
and errors which the’ current union discus- 
sions have revealed concerning these two 
points show the interested and orthodox Luth- 
eran how reason has been given a voice in 
coming to conclusions, 


But who will listen? By God’s grace there 
will be some. And he who writes like Dr. 
‘ngelder, truly making the Scriptures the 
sole foundation, strengthens himself and_ his 
brethren. We make peace, we arrive at un- 
ity, only by cutting down reason with the 
sword of the Spirit, which is the Word of 
Cod. 


On the cover of our C. T. M. there is print- 
ed the passage, “If the trumpet give an un- 
certain sound, who shall prepare himself to 
battle?” Related to that is the truth that if 
we give a diplomatic testimony which is 
prompted by our own reason, we will only 
harm the cause of greater Lutheran unity 
in America. 

G. Schweikert. 


ACCEPTANCE OF THE ST. LOUIS 
UNION ARTICLES OF 1938 MUST 
BE RESCINDED 
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Christian 


Patience. 


© The Position of the Missouri Synod 
With Regard to Church-Fellowship 
In 1918 


“The position of the Missouri Synod with 
regard to Christian fellowship was clearly 
stated some years ago by a General Synod 
writer as follows: ‘There are those who 
would only fellowship if they were convinced 
of agreement in all points of doctrine given in 
the Bible.* This is Missouri’s position and in 
loyalty to the Scriptures they make us re- 


spect and honor them.’ (Luth. Quarterly, 
1915, p. 252.) 


“To quote one of our own men:** ‘False 
doctrine is sin. Every contamination with 
false doctrine is not only an intellectual short- 
coming, but a moral enormity.’ (Theol. Quar- 
terly, III, p. 398.) ‘Christ never intended or 
sanctioned a diversity of doctrine in His 
Church. He says, If ye continue in my Word, 
then are ye my disciples indeed, and when He 
charges His Church, You teach all nations to 
observe all things whatsoever I have com- 
manded you, He will have His Church be and 
remain an orthodox Church (adhering in all 
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*Our emphasis, 


** The quotations which here follow, are not reproduc- 
ed in their entirety ag they originally appeared in the 
Theological Quarterly. There are omissions which are 
not indicated. But the quotations are otherwise correct 
in every’ detail. 


points to Scriptural doctrine***) in all lands 
and to the end of time. It is the duty of every 
Christian to keep aloof from, and avoid, all 
fellowship and cooperation with heterodox 
churches (those harboring error***).  (P.. 
400.) ‘If there be those who will not continue 
in Christ’s Word, and refuse to teach and 
observe what Christ has commanded us, their 
fellowship must not be sought, but avoided. 
A man that is an heretic after the first and 
second admonition reject (Tit. 8, 10) ;**** 
neither be partaker of other men’s sins (I Tim. 
5, 22). There can be no conscientious com- 
promise with error without a corresponding 
denial of truth; and error must not be de-' 
fended and promoted, but abandoned and 
combated. When Christ says, For this cause 
came I into the world, that I should bear 
witness unto the truth, it will not do to say 
with Pilate, What is truth?’ (VI, p. 15.) 
“Unionism is joint worship and union for. 
work without unity of faith. It is based upon 
indifference to the truth, and is a compromise 
with false prophets.’—-Th. Graebner, The 
Merger: An Analysis, (Taking Cognizance of 
Overtures to the Un-merged.) Being a Re- 
print of a Series of Articles in LUTHERAN 
WITNESS, 1918. P. H. B. 


*** These excellent parenthetic remarks were  sup- 
plied to the quoted articles as footnotes by Prof. Theo. 
Graebner. It is to be noted that they rightly identify 
the true Christ of God as One who demands agreement 
with the Holy Scriptures in all points of doctrine, and 
leave no room for the harboring of error. : 

*xe* Tt ig interesting. 'to note this correct application of 
Tit. 3, 10. 


© Dr. Reu on the St. Louis Union 
Resolutions of 1938 


As is well known, Dr, M. Reu, leading 
theologian of the American Lutheran Church, 
was perhaps the leading member of the com- 
mission of that Church which negotiated an 
agreement with the Missouri Synod’s Commit- 
tee on Lutheran Union in 1938, on which 
agreement the St, Louis Union Resolutions of 
that year were subsequently based.* At an 
intersynodical conference between pastors of 
the ALC and of the Missouri Snyod, heid at 
Rochelle, HL, on Oct. 28, Dr. Reu made a 
most important statement regarding the im- 
plications of the adoption of the St. Louis 
Resolutions which were in good part written 
by himself, by the 1988 convention of the 
Missouri Synod. Dr. Reu’s statement was re- 
perted in the December issue of The Confes- 
sional Lutheran. In view of its vital impor- 
tance, we requested, from Dr. Reu himself, 
a verification of his statement as reported in 
our journal. Our request and Dr. Reu’s re- 
ply are reproduced herewith: 


Jan. 20, 1941 
“My dear Doctor Reu: 


“At our Rochelle, DL, conference on 
Oct, 28, you made a statement, in clos- 
ing, which I took down in the original 
German in which it was uttered at the 
time, and which I have translated as fol- 
lows: 

‘Through the adoption of the St, Louis 
Resolutions of 1988 it has become clear 
that Missouri no longer holds the posi- 
tion formerly held by it, according to 
which one can demand complete doctrin- 
al agreement. Brethren, you are not one 
yourself. Away with that terrible spec- 
tre!’ 

“{ would appreciate it very much if 
you will assure me whether this is a cor- 
rect rendering of your statement. I might 
say that I find no fault with this state- 
ment. On the contrary, [ am convinced 
that you were justified in making it both 
in view of the St. Louis Resolutions of 
1938 and on the basis of discussions at 
Rochelle, All that I am asking for is a 
verification of the correctness of the 
statement as I have rendered it, and I 
wish to assure you that I shall appre- 
ciate this very much. . 

Very truly yours, 
Paul H. Burgdorf.”. 


Replying under post date of Jan. 24, Dr. 


* Proceedings 37th Regular Convention, p. 22708. 


‘ten sich 


Reu wrote us:** 
“Dear Pastor: 
“T think you have reproduced correct 
ly the sentences which I spoke. How- 


ever, the statements expressed at that 
time, could, according to the context of 
which they were a part, have reference 
only to non-fundamental articles. This 
you should, therefore add, if you wish to 
reproduce what was said rightly. ‘The last 
sentence, ‘Away with ete.’ [ do not re 
member. 
With due respect, 
M. Ren.” 
—P. H. B. 


@ A Question For Committee 16 


Our Missouri Synod’s Convention Commit- 
tee No. 16 (the Committec on Intersynodical 
and Deetrinal Matters) states that the Declar- 
tion of the American Lutheran Church Repre 
sentatives ‘repudiates chiliasm.” (Proceed- 
ings of the 37th General Convention, 1933 
p. 230.) 


Where, we ask, does the said document do 
this? We find nothing of the sort in the sa! 
document. On the contrary, we find that the 
American Lutheran Church in the Declaratio 
of its Representatives specifically provides 
room for chiliasm, even as it does in its affilix 
tion with avowed chiliasts. 

The report of our Convention Committe? 
states: that the Declaration of the Repres®” 
tatives of the American Lutheran Church “?& 
pudiates chiliasm by emphasizing that 
Church will continue to be a kingdom of thé 
cross to the end.” (Ibid.) Where, we aga” 
ask, does the said document do this? We do 
not find that the Declaration of the A. L- : 
Representatives emphasizes anywhere wha! 
Committee 16 says it emphasizes. On the 60” 
trary, we find that it specifically emphasizes 
in contrast to our own Brief Statement, ‘thé 
the Church on earth until the return of Chrish 
will be a kingdom of the cross.” (Loc. di 
p. 224, Our emphasis.) That, is exactly, ae 
ehiliasts believe! Tar from repudiating chi: 
iasm, the Declaration of the A. L. C. Rept 
sentatives, therefore, makes room for it. ‘s 
statements are in perfect harmony with 3 
expectations of chiliasts. ; 

On the basis of the above mistaken, error 
eous claim, Committee 16 concluded that ? 
_** “Werter Herr Pastor!—Ich denke, Sie gebell Ot 
yon mir gesprochenen Sactze richtig wieder. Bloss er 

die damals gemachten Aussagen maen _o. 
Zusammenhang, in dem sie sich befanden, nar aus et 
fundamental articles beziehen; das soliten Sit [oven 
hinzufuegen, wein Sie das Gesagte richtig wiedere spt 


wollen. Der letzte Satz: Away with etc, is 0 Rew 
in Erinnerung.—Mit gebuehrender Hochachtung, M 
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all other points of our teachings concerning 
the last times’? (except the well-known four 
points, regarding an expected millennium, a 
still future Antichrist, a general conversion of 
the Jews, and a physical resurrection of mar- 
tyrs before Judgement Day; all of which the 
A. LL, €., in the interest of its insistence on 
the toleration of chiliasm, asked the Missouri 
Synod to declare not disruptive of cbhurch- 
fellowship) “the American Lutheran Church 
Representatives agree with us.” (Loc. cit., p. 
230.) And on the basis of such palpably er- 
roneous assumptions, Committee 16 declared 
In general at St. Louis in 1938: “Your Com- 
mittee finds in the position of the representa- 
tives of the American Lutheran Church a) first 
of all an agreement in the doctrinal state- 
ments concerning teachings disputed in the 
past or still in debate in some sections of the 
Lutheran Church of America.” (Loe. cit, p. 
228.) On the basis of this report the 1938 
convention of the Missouri Synod accepted 
the resolutions of that year as embodying “the 
doctrinal basis for future church-fellowship 
between the Missouri Synod and the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church.” (P. 23.) he Luth- 
eran Witness in its cagerncss for such fellow- 
ship has gone even further and has very em- 
phatically declared the said basis to be a 
sufficient” doctrinal basis for union! 


What a fatal mistake! 
: We are, of course, by no means charging 
Committee 16 or anyone else with wilful mis- 
representation. Nothing could be further from 
our mind. The mistakes of this committee and 
of the 1988 convention were no doubt wholly 
wintended. Nor are we at all interested in 
attaching blame to anyone for the serious mis- 
takes which have been made. We are well 
aware that Committee 16 and the 1988 con- 
vention of our synod simply undertook too 
much in attempting to consider and pass on 
the complicated document which was submit- 
ted to them in connection with the 1938 con- 
vention, The document should first have been 
submitted to the rank and file of our elergy 
and our laiety and their counsel sought in the 
matter. For certainly our officials and com- 
mittees have confidence in the pastors and 
ee who called them to be their ser- 
nts! : 


But the net result of the transactions of 
our 1938 Convention remains in any case the 
Same. We are now confronted by the cold fact 
that we have accepted a unionistic document 
that leaves room for chiliasm, among other 
things, on the tolerance of which the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church and its chief predeces- 
sor, the Iowa Synod, have always insisted, in 
accordance with their false modernistic theory 


which the record is 


of open questions, on 
clear all through the years, ridiculous, con- 
trary claims of the ill-informed editors of the 
Lutheran Witness notwithstanding. 


Who ean fail to see this? 


In submitting this question to Committee 
16, we submit it as but one example of the 
fact that the 1938 Resolutions on Union were 
not based on realism. They were based upon 
an unwarranted optimism and upen merely 
“apparent” agreement, as even the chairman 
of our Synod’s Committee on Lutheran Union 
has recently admitted. We, moreover, submit 
this question as openly as the untenable Re- 
port of Committee 16 and the whole of the 
resolutions of 1988 have been submitted to 
us, in the well-meant but vain expectation 
that we should accept them. But, above all, 
we submit this qaestion to our brethren, with 
the earnest plea that they join us in insisting 
on reseission of the untenable and unaccept- 
able resolutions of 1938, 

~—~P. H. B. 


© The Official Reply of the American 
Lutheran Church to the Union Com- 
mittee of the Missouri Synod 


Upon the request of the Fellowship Com- 
mittee of the American Lutheran Church, the 
Missouri Committee on Lutheran Union drew 
up a formal Statement pointing out factors 
which in their opinion still prevent the estab- 
lisment of church-fellowship between the two 


ehureh-bodies. At its Convention at Detroit, 


Oct. 10-17, the A. L. C, adopted a reply to 
the differences which had been called to their 
attention. Since these documents have now 
been made public both through the columns 
the Kirchliche Zeitschrift and the C. T. M. 
Since the official reply of the A. L. C. was 
made in order to answer certain objections 
which have been raised in connection with 
Union Documents and developments related 
to the Union movement, it becomes the duty 
of all who desire a true basis for union to 
study these documents, to see whether their 
ebjections have been removed by the expla- 
nations which have been made. Permit us to 
present, for the earnest consideration of our 
readers, our reactions to the answers which 
have been given. , 


I. Subjective and Objective Justification 


To the objections raised against the phrase 
“God purposes to justify those that. have 
come to faith”, the A. L. C. gives the follow- 
ing answer: 
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“Concerning the first point, we are sur- 
prised that the sentence, ‘God purposes 
to justify those that have come to faith’, 
could be so wrongly construed as ‘im- 
plying an assumption of an interval be- 
tween the creation of faith and the jus- 
tifying act of God.’ We say with our 
commissioners: ‘Justification takes place, 
of course, in the same moment in which 
man comes to faith’.” Kirchliche Zeit- 
schrift, p. 693. 


To this answer of the A. L. C. we sfiall have 
to say as Flacius said to Major (Trigl., Hist., 
Introd., p. 119): that the A. L. C. must 
choose between their proposition or the inter- 
pretation they have placed upon it; for the 
former does not admit of the latter, In other 
words, we expect that the A. L, C. will change 
their proposition so that it will say what they 
now say that it means, 

Furthermore, to the objections that their 
proposition as it now stands, implies a denial 
of the teaching that God has purposed to jus- 
tify all men, the A. L. C. answers as follows: 

“Concerning the so-called objective or 
universal justification, we state that we 
adhere to this doctrine without excluding, 
however the declarative nature of the in- 
dividual justification in the moment of 
faith, of which the Scriptures spealx so 
often.” (K. Z., p. 693) (The emphasis is 
our own. Note particularly here that the 
words emphasized by us are not found 
in the Commissioners’ explanation but 
were added by the body in session.) 
'This answer does not settle the difference be- 
tween us but rather makes it more evident 
and pronounced. On the basis of a study of 
earlier and more recent writings emanating 
within the A, L. C. we have contended that 
there has been current among them an erron- 
‘eous commingling of objective and subjective 
Justification, Our complaint has been that the 
‘subjective’ Justification which occurs in the 
moment of faith, has been included by them 
in the doctrine of universal justification. We 
have always held that it is impossible to teach 
the doctrine of justification correctly when 
‘ “the declarative nature of the individual justi- 
fication in the moment of faith” is erroneous- 
ly commingled with God’s justification of the 
whole world; for God’s universal or objective 
justification refers alike to those who do not 
come to faith and those who do come to faith, 
and remains an accomplished fact whether it 
is believed or not, whether it is accepted by 
faith or not. In examining our Bible proofs 
for Objective Justification (II Cor. 5, 19; 
Rom. 5, 18-19; Is, 58, 11; Rom 4, 25), one 
does not find that “the declarative nature of 


‘fundamental doctrines.” 


the individual justification in the moment of 
faith” is there included. Dr. Pieper says: ‘‘Re- 
conciliation is complete as far as God’s dispo- 
sition is concerned; in God’s heart the for- 
giveness of sins has been substituted for the 
imputation of sins. However, reconciliation is 
complete also with regard to its external 
scope, for it embraces the whole world,’ 
(What is Christianity?, p. 63. For further 
study read Stoeckhardt’s Roemerbrief, pp. 275 
and 280, and the Synodical Conference Essay 
of 1872 under Thesis Four.) But now we hear 
the A. L. C. saying that they adhere to the 
doctrine of objective justification, ‘Without 
excluding, however, the declarative nature of 
the individual justification in the moment of 
faith.” If we were dealing with such as had 
not been confusing and erroncously com- 
ningling objective and subjective justification 
in the past, we might put a different construc- 
tion on what the A. L. C. is here saying, but 
since they have been confusing these two doc- 
trines and since we have no proof that they 
have retracted or repudiated this error, there- 
fore we are forced to the conclusion that they 
are here saying the same thing which they 
have been saying in the past. 

Summary: We shall not be satisfied with 
the Declaration’s statement on Justification 
until it is changed so as to include a correct 
statement on Objective Justification (which 


it now lacks) and so as to state the doctrine 


of subjective justification (which it now states 
incorrectly) in Seripturally correct language. 


Il, Non-Fundamental Doctrines 
From many quarters of our Synod were 
heard objections to this Sandusky Resolution: 
“We are firmly convinced that it is neither 
necessary nor possible to agree in all non- 
To these objections 
the A. L. C. answers: 


“Concerning the second point —— mis- 
givings about several items in our San- 
dusky resolutions — we declare: ‘Recent 


events prove that in the interest of a cor- 
rect understanding of the St. Louis reso- 
lutions of 1938, it was necessary to in- 
clude in our resolutions a statement like 
this: ‘We are firmly convinced that it is 
neither necessary nor possible to agree 
in all non-fundamental doctrines.’ We de- 
clare with our Commissioners and say: 
‘To be sure everything that Scriptures 
teach is God’s Word and therefore bind- 
ing.’ However, for clarity’s sake we add: 
‘Not every traditional explanation of a 
Scriptural statement is binding. The tra- 
ditional explanation may not be the sense 
intended by the Holy Ghost and there- 


fore may make further study under His 
guidance necessary; and, since human 
short-sightedness and sin may preclude 
the finding of the universal acceptance 
of the divinely intended sense, we thank 
God that it is not necessary for establish- 
ment of Church Fellowship to agree in 
every explanation of a Scriptural state- 
ment’.” (K. Z., p. 698.) 


Here again we note that the objectionable 
resolution is not retracted but is merely ex- 
plained, and the explanation is far from be- 
ing satisfactory. In the first place we ask: 
what recent events made it necessary to in- 
clude this statement in their Sandusky Resolu- 
tions? This is made clear from the words of 
their commissioners on this point: “The state- 
ment was included in our Sandusky resolu- 
tions because point 3 of the St. Louis Resolu- 
tions could be understood as meaning that for 
the time being the Declaration given was suf- 
ficient and disagreement in those well-known 
points was to be tolerated, but that actual 


establishment of church-fellowship cannot 
take place until agreement even in those 


points was reached. While we are ready to 
continue the discussion of these points cer- 
tainly the erection of church-fellowship should 
not be made contingent on the result of these 
deliberations; church fellowship is justified 
and can be practiced even if no agreement is 
reached on these points.” (K. Z., p. 690-691.) 


To this it may be said that it is true that 
there have been those who believed there must 
be agreement also in the well-known points 
termed ‘Non-Fundamental’ in the St. Louis 
Articles of Union, and it is furthermore true 
that there are those who still believe this. Yes, 
there are those who are still saying with Dr. 
Stoeckhardt: “Even though some doctrines are 
farther removed from the center of faith than 
others, yet all doctrines belong within the 
compass of saving faith. And we, of course, 
demand unity in the whole sphere of doctrine, 
Scriptural doctrine, as a prerequisite of 
church-fellowship.” (The emphasis is our 
own.) (L. u. W., 50, p. 441.) Since there 
are those who are still saying this, it may eas- 
ily be seen that the A.L.C. explanation, on 
this point does not remove the objections 
’ which have been raised, but rather brings them 
out into the clear, so that all may see that our 
misgivings have been fully justified. Matters 
are not helped any by the A.L.C. Statement: 
“Everything that Scriptures teach ts God's 
Word and therefore binding’, when they fail 
to make the proper application of this truth. 
How they fail in making the proper applica- 
tion of this truth is illustrated well in their 
position on the doctrine of the essence of 

. —2 


the Church, the Anti-Christ, the conversion of 
the Jews, the physical resurrection of the 
martyrs, and the reign of a thousand years. 
The A.L.C. way out of this dilemma is to 
say: “Not every traditional explanation of a 
Scriptural statement is binding.” This does 
not clear up the matter, for what they are re- 
garding merely as a question of interpreta- 
tion, we are regarding as doctrine clearly de- 
fined in Seripture, and therefore binding. 

With regard to the last statement of the 
A.L.C. reply at this point let us say that we 
believe that the Holy Ghost is able to over- 
come our human short-sightedness and sin so 
that we may find the divinely intended sense 
of Seripture. When Christ tells us that if we 
continue in His Word we shall know the truth, 
He is not speaking an empty, meaningless 
Word, When He warns against the small 
leaven of false doctrine, he is not warning 
against something which we shall be unable 
to recognize. 

We shall in our next issue discuss two fur- 
ther matters that are contained in the reply 
of the American Lutheran Church to the 
Committee on Lutheran Union of the Missouri 
Synod, namely,—the question of the Minnea- 
polis Theses and the A.L.C. basis for union, 
and the question of the Pittsburgh Agree- 
ment, 


Cc. M. G. 


© A Lutheran School Teacher Speaks 
His Mind on a News Dispatch 


Under the heading, “Missouri Synod Pledges 
Aid to Lutheran Unity,” the Associated Press 
carried the following item on January 22 :— 


“Missouri Lutheran Synod, its member- 
ship heretofore a separate church unit, 
has pledged co-operation to the National 
Lutheran Council to further church unity 
in the face of the international crisis, it 
was announced today, 


“Dr. E. E. Ryden of Rock Island, IL, 
president of the American Lutheran Con- 
ference, told delegates to the annual 
meeting of the Lutheran Council that an 
agreement was reached here Monday at 
a meeting with Missouri Synod represen- 
tatives. 

“Osborne Hauge, Lutheran Council 
secretary, said the Synod spokesmen ex- 
pressed willingness to cooperate in for- 
eign mission enterprises, aid in army 
camp work, and suggested future confer- 


ences to establish a basis for Lutheran 
unity,” 


While this item may leave some room for 
doubt as to its correct understanding, it does 
not leave us without apprehension, in view 
of the fact that recent events have made it 
quite clear that a true Christian Union be- 
tween the Misouri Synod and other bodies, 
represented in the National Lutheran Coun- 
cil, is not possible at this time. 

The truly Lutheran position of our Chureh 
in such matters as that under discussion was 
stated clearly and correctly by Dr. Theo. 
Graebner in 1918, as follows :— 

“The confessional principle, if it has 
any signification at all, demands a clean 
unity and a clean separation. All cooper- 
ation even within the province of mis- 
sionary work is a spurious unity, unless 
there be harmony in doctrine, All such 
unions militate against the Word of .God 
and the truth.’* (The Merger: An A- 
nalysis. ‘Taking Cognizance of Overtures 
to the Un-Merged. C.P.H., 1918, p. 23.) 

The present “international crisis”, great as 
it is, does not justify our resorting to union- 
ism on a basis displeasing to God in order to 
insure the continued existence and effective- 
ness of the Church. 

No matter what trials and temptations may 
beset us Christians, as individuals or as a 
church, God is faithful, who will not suffer 
us to be tempted above that we are able, but 
will with the temptation also make a way to 
escape, that we may be able to bear it. I 
Cor. 10, 18. If we see to it that we through 
diligent use of the Gospel retain true faith 
and thus remain members of the invisible 
Church, we need fear no combination of cir- 
cumstances, no matter how menacing they 
may appear to be. Increasing the numerical 
strength of the visible church by means of a 
union effected by denial of Scriptural truths 
which we have learned, will not preserve us 
in the face of an “international crisis.” This 
will rather be done by a heeding of the Serip- 
tural injunction to continue in the things we 
have learned and have been assured of, know- 
ing of whom we have learned them. II Tim. 8, 
j4. Then, no matter how large or small our 
number, Christ assures us: “Fear not, little 
flock, for it is your Father’s good pleasure 
to give you the kingdom,” Luke 12, 382. 

Let us not be unduly alarmed by any. “in- 
ternational crisis.” For we have not lost our 
faith in the great Christian hope which our 
Lord has given us—that of His glorious ap- 
pearing. : 


SE ther 

* Prof. Graebner witnessing against the unionism prev- 
alent in the General Council, was quoting a pamphlet 
written twenty years earlier by Rev. H. Offerman and 
directed against the unionistic Luther League. ‘Such 
truly Lutheran testimony,” he rightly stated, ‘‘was im- 
patiently heard and soon forgotten.” 


Just when things begin to look unbearable, 
we should most certainly look for the ful- 
filment of the promise of the glorious com- 
ing of our Lord Jesus Christ. We should 
learn to say: “We are troubled on every 
side, yet not distressed; we are perplexed, 
but not in despair.” If Cor. 4, 8. 

We do not believe that the survival of the 
Church demands rushing into unionism dis- 
pleasing to God. 

Richard Bendick 


© What Are the Facts? 


As is intimated by the author of the pre- 
ceding article, press reports are often enough 
not wholly reliable. It is not said, therefore, 
that the substance of the press report which 
is discussed in that article is correct. ‘This 
press report does, however, illustrate a type 
of publicity that the Missouri Synod is re- 
ceiving, which is highly undesirable and detri- 
mental to our cause. And the observations 
of Mr. Bendick are in any case very much in 
place. 

In the latest Clergy Bulletin of the Mis- 
souri Synod, President Behnken states: “That 
Associated Press report relative to the Mis- 
souri Synod’s cooperating with the Lutheran 
World Conference is a perversion of facts. 
The facts are that the Missouri Synod will 
take over some definite fields and dispense 
through its own men in or near these fields 
its own funds. In the near future the needs 
of these fields will be made known to you.” 

On the other hand, there can hardly be any 
doubt as to how the American Lutheran 
Church views this matter and what its inten- 
tions are, as is also shown elsewhere in this 
issuc. In an article, titled “Which Way Lies 
Union?” in which issue is taken with the ar- 
ticle, “The Prospects for Lutheran Union’ ’in 
the Dee 10, 1940, issue of the Lutheran Wit- 
ness, the last sentence of whieh had read: 
“it now begins to appear that separation is 
the only possible way to union,” the Lutheran 
Standard, official organ of the American 
Lutheran Church, says, in its issue of Janu- 
ary 4, 1941: “Some of the pastors of our 
Church are very eager to get closer to Mis- 
souri and very skeptical about getting closer 
to the U.L.C.A; and vice versa. And a third 
group—doubtless the largest—is convinced 
that the American Lutheran Church may be 
used of God to help bring about a union of 
all Lutheran groups in America but that the 
time is not ripe for pressing that matter; that 
we shall help bring about that consumma- 
tion by cultivating friendliness with one an- 
other across synodical fences rather than 


pointing out the nature of the factions that 
exist in other bodies; that such intersynodical 
agencies as the National Lutheran Council 
are a God-given opportunity for the cultiva- 
tion of friendliness and for effeetive coopera- 
tion in matters of common interest and com- 
mon responsibility; that it is high time to 
complement and supplement the writing and 
discussing of these with more joint work for 
God and against the forces of apathy and evil 
at home and abroad ... . Differences on 
practical procedures do not keep us from 
working in fraternal and effective unity with 
one another and with approachable Lutherans 
outside our own body, We have learned in 
our ten years as a merged church that there 
is more to Christian unity than agreement in 
school theology; that a unity of heart and 
spirit, fostered by Christ, centered in Christ’s 
Word, and finding expression in joint enter- 
prise in Christ’s work, is of supreme conse- 
quence. By a spiritual affinity we are drawn 
to those who show such a spirit, whether they 
be members of the United Lutheran Church, 
of the Missouri Synod, or of some other synod. 
That way, rather than the way of separation, 
lies union for the Lutheran Church of Ameri- 
ea.” 


In plain words, the American Lutheran 
Chureh feels that it is good strategy to draw 
those who disagree with it in doctrine into 
joint work with itself. Conscientious scruples 
as to pulpit and altar-fellowship will then dis- 
appear as a matter of course. Evidently the 
American Lutheran Church is quite convinced 
that Missouri’s scruples as to prayer fellow- 
ship have already gone by the board. For in 
the article from which we have quoted, the 
Lutheran Standard states that by Lutheran un- 
Jon the editors of the Luthera Witness mean 
the acknowledgement of others as sound in the 
acknowledgement of others as sound in the 
faith, involving altar-fellowship, pulpit-fellow- 
ship, and cooperation in chureh-work.” In 
the account of the recent “All-Lutheran Con- 
ference” at Columbus, Ohio, which was at- 
tended by three officials of the Missouri Syn- 
od, the Lutheran Standard, in it’s issue of 
Jeb, 8, moreover, emphasizes that, assembled 
in their conference room, the men who par- 
ticipated in this meeting began their day’s 
work with prayer. It lists and pictures as 
participants in the meeting, men from every 
synod, from the most liberal U.L.C. to the 
Missouri Synod, which latter synod was rep- 
resented by its president, its publicity secre- 
tary, and the executive secretary of its foreign 
missions,* 


It may not be amiss to remind our readers 


* cf. ‘Cooperation Unites’, below 


that the Report of Committee No. 2 on 
Church Union which was adopted by the 
Ey. Luth. Synodical Conference of North 
America on Aug. 3, 1940, included the fol- 
lowing resolution: “That we ask the Missouri 
Synod not to enter into fellowship (prayer- 
fellowship, pulpit-fellowship, altar-fellowship) 
with the American Lutheran Church until 
matters now objected to by members of the 
Synodical Conference have been clarified and 
until the whole matter has once more been 
presented to another meeting of the Synodi- 
cal Conference, a policy which has already 
been Jaid down by the Missouri Synod itself.” 
That is in keeping with the doctrinal position 
of the Missouri Synod, as stated, for instance, 
in the Concordia Cyclopedia, under ‘Union- 
ism’, where we read: “Mixed (promiscuous) 
prayer among those who confess the truth and 
those who deny any part of it is sinful union- 
ism,” 


P. H. B. 


© “Cooperation Unites” —A Unionistic 
Approach to Lutheran Union 


In his report to the Convention of the 
American Lutheran Conference held at Min- 
neapolis, Minn., Nov. 18-15, 1940, the Presi- 
dent of the Conference, Dr. Ryden, stated: 


“God seems to have his own method of 
bringing the Lutherans closer together, 
and war and human suffering seem to 
play an important part in his program. 
In the last World War the Lutherans of 
America began to cooperate for the first 
time, and now, with war’s calamities 
again breaking over the earth, God’s 
command seems to come once more, call- 
ing on the Lutheran Church in this land 
of ours to close its ranks. It is a fateful 
hour, pregnant with possibilities. It is 
for this reason that the Commission on 
Lutheran Church Unity is proposing no 
other move at this time, except to urge 
united action on the part of all Luth- 
erans in America on behalf of the dis- 
tressed foreign missions. To bring about 
such coordinated action, it is suggesting 
the calling of a general conference of 
Lutheran leaders to discuss the working 
out of a practical plan. In view of the 
present situation, such a proposal seems 
the logical thing, and, if realized, may 
become productive of better understand- 
ing among all Lutheran groups in Amer- 
ica.” (A. L. Conference Convention Pro- 
ceedings. Journal of Theology, Vol. VI, 
pp. 36.37.) 


pa fees 


The A. L. Conference Commission on Luth- the Lutheran Church of America so vast 


eran Church Unity included these words in and so important, that only by a common, 
its report which was read by Dr. M. Reu: united effort on the part of all Lutherans 


“In pursuing its investigations, your 
Commission has become increasingly con- 
scious of the difficulties which must be 
met and overcome before the ideal Luth- 
eran unity can be fully achieved. How- 
ever, it has also experienced a sense of 
encouragement over the unity of aim and 
purpose which it has already discovered. 
This is true particularly in the field of 
practical cooperation. A survey is not 
yet completed, but it reveals the fact that 
all of the member bodies of the American 
Lutheran Conference are cooperating with 
the United Lutheran Church in America 
and other Lutheran groups in such agen- 
cies as the National Lutheran Council, 
the Lutheran World Convention, and in 
student service work. In other practical 
enterprises the extent of this cooperation 
varies with the five groups comprising 
the American Lutheran Conference. Some 
of the groups carry on joint foreign mis- 
sion work with the United Lutheran 
Church in America, others cooperate with 
the same body in theological training, in 
welfare work, negro missions, etc. From 
these facts we are brought face to face 
with a realization that practically two- 
thirds of the Lutherans of America, with- 
out having achieved unity in the matter 
of altar and pulpit fellowship in every 
instance, have nevertheless, by force of 
circumstances and the exigencies of the 
work, been compelled to unite in many 
enterprises of the kingdom of God. Shall 
we say that this is an inconsistency on 
our part, or shall we look upon it as 
God’s own way of bringing the Luther- 
ans of America closer together? Cooper- 
ative relationships with the Missouri Syn- 
od are not so easy to define, since they 
have been entirely unofficial in character. 
However, it is nevertheless a fact that in 
such matters as student service, negro 
missions, welfare work and parish edu- 
cation, representatives of the Missouri 
Synod are sitting in with representatives 
from various constituent groups of the 
American Lutheran Conference and other 
Lutheran bodies in an effort to coordin- 
ate such work.* The present emergency 
in Lutheran foreign missions would seem 
to indicate that God is leading us. still 
farther in the direction which now faces 
these missions, He has imposed a task on 


in America can we hope adequately to 
meet this challenge. It is our solemn con- 
viction that no Lutheran body in America 
can ignore this challenge without suffer- 
ing spiritual loss. This. is God’s hour, 
fraught with tremendous possibilities and 
responsibilities, and He is calling on us 
to lay aside, at least for the time being, 
existing differences, in order that we may 
respond to His call.’* Such cooperation, 
we are convinced, will not retard the 
eventual achievement of true unity among 
the Lutherans of America, but, on the 
contrary, will hasten the process by bring- 
ing about a closer and more sympathetic 
understanding .” (Journal of Theology, 
Vol., VI, pp. 56.57.) 


The resolution on this matter as adopted 
by the A. L. Conference reads as follows: 

“In the presence of the present grave 
emergency with which Lutheran foreign 
missions throughout the world are faced, 
and, in view of the fact that the Lutheran 
Church of America alone is in a position 
to come to their rescue, we are firmly 
convinced of the necessity of the closest 
cooperation on the part of all Lutheran 
groups in this hour of crisis, to the end 
that these missions will not perish. We 
are persuaded that such cooperation not 
only is demanded by the exigencies of the 
situation but that it will constitute the ac- 
ceptance of a God-given task. We there- 
fore solemnly call upon all Lutheran 
bodies in America to unite in this com- 
mon enterprise, praying that God may 
help us to understand that this is an op- 
portunity for service which He has plac- 
ed before us. While we do not want to 
deny nor minimize the differences in doc- 
trine and practice still existing between 
the Lutheran bodies of our country, we 
nevertheless deem cooperation in this 
hour of need all the more possible, since 
we know that, if desired, a clear demar- 
cation line can be drawn between bodily 
help and mission work proper, and that 
the individual body remains free to de- 
termine the sphere of its cooperation.” 


(Journal of Theology, Vol. VI., p. 85.) 


The last sentence of this resolution was an 
amendment replacing the original words, 
which read: ‘That He (God) would have us 
put aside, for the time being, all misunder- 


* Before accepting this statement we would want to ** God asks us to lay aside all differences once and for 
verlfy this as to whether they sat in for the purpose of all, and to unite on the basis of His Holy Word, and on 
coordinating the work, that alone.—P. H. B. 


39. 


a 


standings and differences, in order that we 
may be obedient to His will.” The amend- 
ment was no doubt a bow in the direction of 
the Mo, Synod. Whether a line of demarea- 
tion can, in the present instance, be drawn 
between bodily help and mission work is open 
to question since the avowed purpose is to 
perpetuate the missions themselves, which hap- 
pen to be outside our own fellowship of faith. 
As far as bodily help is concerned, Scripture 
clearly shows us that our duty is to help all 
men but especially those of the household of 
faith. Gal. 6, 10. Unless we are ready to de- 
clare those missions as being of our fellow- 
ship which have not hithertoo been of our 
fellowship, we have according to God’s Word 
no more call to give them physical aid than 
we have of giving physical aid to all men 
without distinction of denomination. Also, it 
must not be forgotten that these resolutions 
were brought by the Commission on Lutheran 
Church Unity and that in the background of 
the invitation to cooperate is the expressed 
hope that this kind of cooperation will hasten 
the process of the eventual achievement of 
true unity among Lutherans of America. Sure- 
ly we who believe that God’s Word alone can 
bring unity will not give encouragement to 
the hope that anything else than God’s Word 
can hasten the achievement of Union. 


Ina resolution following the one just quot- 
ed the A. L. Conference has spoken as fol- 
lows: 


“In order to bring about the desired 
unity of action and purpose as indicated 
in the foregoing paragraph, and in order 
to further the spirit of closer sympathy 
and understanding among all Lutheran 
groups in America, we advocate the call- 
ing of a general Lutheran Conference to 
discuss the entire question of Lutheran 
cooperation with respect to the distressed 
forcign missions, as well as such other 
matters of common interest and practical 
cooperation as the proposed conference 
may find it advisable to consider; and 
we instruct the President of the American 
Lutheran Conference to invite the Presi- 
dents of the United Lutheran Church in 
America and the Synod of Missouri to 
join him in extending an invitation to all 
Lutheran general bodies in America to 
such a conference.”’ (Journal of Theolo- 
gy, Vol. VI, p. 86.) 


It is to be noted that the A. L. Conference 
is here asking the President of the Missouri 
Synod to assume joint responsibility with the 
President of the American Lutheran Confer- 
ence and the President of the U.L.C. in calling 
such a conference. It is passing strange that 


while the Presidents of the American Luther- 
an Conference and of the U.L.C. are desig- 
nated, the President of the Mo. Synod and not 
the President of the Synodical Conference is 
singled out. Does the A. L. Conference on 
the basis of union negotiations between the 
Mo. Synod and the A. L. Church, feel a closer 


kinship with Missouri than with the Synodical 
Conference? 

In this A. L. Conference campaign for co- 
operative endeavor we have also this resolu- 
tion passed by the Conference: 

“That the Commission on Home Mis- 
sions be instructed to study in conjunc- 
tion with Commissions of the United 
Lutherean Church and Synodical Confer- 
ence, the problems of Mexican, Indian, 
Negro, Jewish, and Mountain Missions 
to the end that some method of inter- 
synodical approach and support may be 
devised.” (Journal of Theology, Vol. VI, 
p. 98.) 

Another step in this campaign for coopera- 
tion, without church-fellowship, is noted in 
the address of the Director of Student Service 
Department of the A. L. Conference: who 
stated at the Convention. 

“Our cooperative efforts are not limit- 
ed to relationships within the Conference. 
Irom the early days of the Student Sery- 
ice Commission it was recognized that 
student service is a realm of Kingdom 
work where it is imperative that our 
lines run parallel, We are constantly 
secking to explore the possibilities of bet- 
ter relationship with the Missouri Synod. 
Although there is no place where there 
is official cooperation, in numerous cen- 
ters acquaintanceship and understanding 
of one another has grown, and in some 
places cooperation in certain mechanics 
connected with student work is going 
on,” (Journal of Theology, Vol. VI, p. 
129.) 

In studying the entire A. L. Conference 
Convention Proceedings, the emphasis on 


_ reaching doctrinal unity with the Synodical 


Conference is decidedly lacking, while the 
desirability of cooperative endeavors, is re- 
peatedly underscored as may be seen from 
the present resume. 

How the A. L. Chureh in particular stands: 
in this matter may be seen from the words 
of Dr. Ralph Long (of the A, L. Church) who 
in a lecture on “Seminary Day” in Columbus, 
Ohio, December 8, 1940, stated as follows: 

“The history and the state of the Luth- 
eran Church in America is well known 
to all of you. Efforts to reach an under- 
standing on the part of some of the ma- 


ard 


jor bodies have been under way for a 
number of years, Although the progress 
is slow, there are those who believe that 
there is definite progress. For others it 
is too cautious. Meanwhile, it is refresh- 
ing to know that a greater cooperation 
is to be found among the Lutherans of 
America in solving the problems that 
confront us, Perhaps it will be the best 
strategy to work together'in the practi- 
cal things that challenge the cooperative 
interest of all until such time when the 
differences may be eliminated.” (Kirch- 
liche Zeitschrift, Vol. 65, p. 38.) 


Our position is clearly this that the Word 
of God alone can bring about doctrinal unity, 
and that joint ecclesiastical cooperation where 
such doctrinal unity does not exist is union- 
ism. “Religious Unionism consists in joint wor- 
‘ship and work of those not united in doc- 
trine.” Concordia Cyclopedia, p. 774. 

C. M. G. 


© The Attitude of Our Clergy as to the 
Question of Union With the A.L.C. 


A little over a year ago a questionnaire was 
sent to all the clergy of our Missouri Synod 
stating the reason for sending it in the fol- 
lowing words: “In view of the fact 1) that 
we are confused as to the meaning of the reso- 
lutions on union adopted at the 1988 St. Louis 
Convention; 2) that we find the Doctrinal 
Basis unsatisfactory; and 3) that we have 
made numerous appeals to no avail; we ask: 
What is your attitude toward establishing 
chureh-fellowship with the American Luther- 
an Church on the Doctrinal Basis adopted at 
St. Louis and Sandusky? Every pastor and 
professor of our Synod is kindly being asked 
to fill out the attached card and to send it to 
the undersigned, to the end that in a special 
meeting a concerted appeal may be formulat- 
ed and made to Synod.” 

The appeals mentioned in the above para- 
graph were made orally and also in writing 
through the proper channels to the men carry- 
ing the responsibility of the Union Movement 
in our midst. Perhaps, it was due to the in- 
experience of the undersigned that these ap- 
peals were not heard, we do not know. At 
any rate three and a half months elapsed 
after the final plea went unanswered and be- 
fore the sending out of the questionnaire. 

While the writer of this article takes full 
responsibility for the action, yet due credit 
must be given to others for their counsel and 
assistance. 

The special meeting referred to on the 
questionnaire was soon made unnecessary 


through the step taken by the large Park Re- 
gion Conference which convened at Alexan- 
dria, Minn. on August 28-30, 1989, With 77 
pastors and 5 teachers present the conference 
by way of resolution considered the doctrinal 
basis accepted in St. Louis as “inadequate, 
insufficient, and unsafe” and asked that the 
whole matter be taken up for “reconsideration 
at the Delegate Synod to be held in 1941.” 


It will be interesting to note here that our 
sainted Dr. Pfotenhauer was present at the 
memorable Alexandria meeting. When given 
the floor to speak on the Union Question, he 
urged that our synod must listen to the warn- 
ings of the Wisconsin and Norwegian Breth- 
ren. It was a privilege of the writer to talk 
privately to him with regard to the question- 
naire, His repeated counsel was: “There will 
be many who will consider the mode of pro- 
cedure unwise, but none will dare to censure 
you for it.” 

Since doctrinal matters are properly decid- 
ed neither by a unanimous vote nor by the 
influence wielded by the leaders of the Church, 
but solely by the Word of God, we regret 
that the questionnaire could not be sent also 
to all laymen. For a layman’s conviction based 
on the Seriptures must receive the same con- 
sideration as that of any clergy. 

Nevertheless, the survey proved its worth. 
Its chief value consisted in that it helped to 
remove much of the hysteria for Union, in so 
far as it made many study the related mat- 
ters more thoroughly. It, furthermore, played 
an important part in helping to call The Con- 
fessional Lutheran into being and placing it 
immediately on a working basis, thus enabling 
us to make our appeals heard again, other 
channels being closed to us. 

Yor those who are interested in statistics 
we have tabulated the following: Out of 3997 
cards sent out, 1586 replies were received. 
These replies we have grouped thus: 


For Union (if doctrinal obsta- 


cles are reMOVER) seen 46 
Tor Winton sien tonsa ates 318 
For Union (if matters of prac- 

tice are Cheared) cece 5a 
Undecided (but favoring Union) 129 
Unde cid ed ness secsesseseoessseceueesecencnncecenceneene 216 
Undecided (but inclined against 

UNION) «ok eto Se teas 90 
Agpaimst Onion -nceecsecsecccccccintcnsnscee 469 
Noncommmittal o..eeccecccsccseecssssssneesseseeoeenees 37 
Against the Questionnaire ............ 104 
Unditt@rent gsc tedicec ek ett cts 5 
Deceased or no address onc 11 
Letters received against the 

QuUEStIONMAITE cece 30 
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Letters asking for more infor- 
MPEG enti e acon siete eee ag 

Letters of encouragement and 
against the Union 


23% 


Outside of the fact that this poll shows 
a lack of unity in our midst and urges all 
conferences in our Synod to make every effort 
towards attaining unity through study of the 
Seriptures and our Confessions on the points 
at issue, we believe the figures here displayed 
have little value. 

Many remarks made on cards returned and 
letters received are both interesting and im- 
portant. Things could be said with regard to 
opposition shown against the poll, which we 
gladly overlook realizing the force of hysteria 
for Union that had gripped our synod in 
1988, as evidenced by the large vote by which 
the resolutions of that year were passed. Suf- 
fice it to say that in matters of doctrine, irre- 
spective of the reaction of our fellowmen, we 
have a definite duty to confess the truth over 
against error, While our mode of procedure 
may have been considered unwise by many 
of our theologians, what we did was done in 
a spirit of heeding the well-spoken warning 
of our fathers: “even upright lovers of truth 
are infected with a unionistic soft-heartedness 
in that they think that error and errorists are 
not to be attacked ex professo, but that it 
will suffice when positive testimony is indi- 
rectly given over against error.” (Dr, Sibler 
in L. u. W., Vol. 20, p. 1). 

The repeated suggestion that we have a 
competent and efficient committee taking care 
of the Union Question and that our able lead- 
ers will not betray us into a false union has 
been wisely answered by the Synodical Con- 
ference in its 1940 resolutions: “All members 
of the Synodical Conference should feel in 
duty bound as brethren to watch and pray 
with those who must bear the responsibility, 
that no steps be taken that might in future 
Jead us away from the Scriptural paths which 
the Synodical Conference has followed from 
the days of our fathers.” 

Many pages could be filled with remarks 
received on questionnaires. We have selected 
only a few of the more striking statements. 
Permitting the matter of judgment to rest 
entircly in the mind of the reader, we shall 
without comment quote some of those who 
favored union as ‘well as the convictions of 
those who oppose it, 

For Union 

Rev. T. of California: “I am conyinced that 
our officials and our St. Louis faculty are 
Jeading us right and that not one iota of truth 

* Refers only to the number of letters in direct. answer 


to the questionnaire. Some of these letters have result- 
ed in lengthy corresporfdence. 


will be sacrificed.” 

Rev. S. of Oklahoma: “Our able committee 
will not sell us out. These men are sincere. 
They deserve our support and prayers.” 

Rev. M. of California: ‘TIT have absolute con- 
fidence in Missouri’s Union Comittee and 
President Behnken. As soon as these men 
give the ‘Go ahead’ signal—Tll respond to 
marching orders.” 

Rey. S. of Michigan: “My personal convic- 
tion is that the sooner Church-fellowship is 
brought about the better it will be for all 
Lutherans concerned. The Laity want it now.” 

Rev. B. of Illinois: Forees of evil and ene- 
mies of the church are increasing in an alann- 
ing manner. T’o combat these evils we must 
strive for greater unity in the Church.” 


Against the proposed Union 

Rey. S. of Ulinois: “After careful exam- 
ination of the writings ‘on Lutheran Union’ 
as itis at present I must say: if we enter the 
Union now old Missouri will commit spiritual 
suicide.” 

Rev. B. of California: “I had my doubts, 
based on local experience, previous to the 
Centennial Convention, but gave our commit- 
tee the benefit of the doubt, till Sandusky 
proved my fears were right, and I must now 
agree with Norwegians, Wisconsin, and Cru- 
cible.” 

Rev. B. of Canada: “The use of two doc- 
trinal statements is in itself an indication that 
complete unity has not yet been attained.” 

Rev. T. of Kansas: “I was a delegate to 
convention in St. Louis and voted for resolu- 
tion, but have regretted it many times since, 
especially since the meeting of the A.L.C. It 
is evident that they desire a union in theory 
only. I am unalterably opposed to -such un- 
ion.” 

Rev. M. of Minnesota: “Let us first 
strengthen our own ranks.” 

Rev. G. of Iowa: “Our ‘Brief Statement’ 
and the ‘Declaration’ of the A.L.C. do not 
harmonize, The latter should be rejected.” 

Rev. S. of Texas: “I am absolutely opposed 
to the ‘Doctrinal Basis’ at St. Louis and San- 
dusky. Our Synod ought to rescind its ac- 
tion.” 


ALE. B. 


© From Our Mail Bag 


In our January issue we cited the senti- 
ments of one of the teachers at our fore- 
most seminary with regard to the cause to 
which The Confessional Lutheran is dedicated 
—the simple confession of truth. Another one 
of our theological professors writes us:— 


“Tam certainly glad that The Confessional: 


ea fae 


Lutheran has appeared on the scene to give 
a voice to the appreciable number in our 
midst who are not satisfied with the way 
things have been going in our union endeay- 
ors, and to unite them in protesting against 
the course determined on.” 

A rather well-known and able theologian 
of our (Missouri) Synod writes us: “Your 
article in the August issue of The Confessional 
Lutheran, ‘Missouri’s Great Martyr, and an 
examination of Dr. Rew’s esay, “loward Luth- 
eran Unity’* first helped me to gain a proper 
estimate of how clear and consistent Dr. Wal- 
ther’s position was, if one only permits Wal- 
ther’s own declarations to stand and docs not 
misconstrue them as does Dr. Reu.” | 

A synodical president writes us: ‘The Con- 
fessional Lutheran is truly ‘a voice in the wil- 
derness’ of our day.” 

One whose name is well known as a leader 
within our Synod writes with reference to the 
report of the intersynodical conference at 
Rochelle, Hl, which appeared in the Decem- 
ber issue of The Confessional Lutheran (“Mis- 
souri No Longer Occupies the Position Held 
by it Formerly”): “Dr, Reu also is telling the 
truth about our own position taken at St. 
Louis in 1938, Keep up the good fight of 
faith,” 

The “Doctrinal Basis” embodied in the St. 
Louis Union Articles of 1938 must be rescind. 


ed. 
P. HL B. 


© Contemplating the Future 


“Will the ‘strictly confessional tendency’ of 
the Lutheran Church, as it is represented here 
in the United States by the Synodical Confer- 


ence, be able to maintain itself here and 
abroad ? 


“God has charged His Church to proclaim 
His Word to the world without subtraction or 
addition, The Church hag no further respon- 
sibility than this. The success of this rests 
with God. In this spirit the whole Synodical 
Conference is in this country ecclesiastically 
wholly united and active. To that end God 
must of course give and preserve teachers who 
not only’ have the necessary schooling, but 
who also are trained in the school of the 
Holy Spirit, so that they know by experience 
how absolutely necessary it is for the Church 
to cling immoveably to Sola Gratia and Sola 
Scriptura.” 

Dr. F. Pieper, Christl. Dogm., I, pp. 226- 
228. P. H. B. 


*In the article named we had shown how this essay 
misunderstands and misrepresents Walther’s position, 


employing even a mistranslation in a citation from Wal- 
ther’s writings in doing so, 


© Christian Patience 


In a democratic church body considerable 
patience is necessary on all sides because final 
conclusions are reached very slowly.* 

The 1938 convention of the Missouri Synod 
adopted the Declaration of the A.L.C. as 3 
vital part of a doctrinal basis for future 
church-fellowship between the Missouri Synod 
and the American Lutheran Chureh. At vari- 
ous times since 1988 various conferences and 
conventions in our Synod have tried to come 
to some definite decision regarding the new 
doctrinal basis adopted in 1938 by our owl 
Synod and regarding the A.L.C, Declaration 
in particular. Frequently a resolution agains! 
this new doctrinal basis or parts thercof has 
been frustrated. 

Why? 

There are, it scems, usually some in most 
groups who feel that we should not admit that 
our Synod made a mistake in adopting as sit 
isfactory the Declaration of the A.L.C. There 
are others who insist, like the editors of the 
Lutheran Witness, that they can find nothing 
wrong in the Declaration. (See L. W., LIS, 
307.) And there is a larger number which 
simply has not studied the new basis of 1938, 
or all the reports of our Union Committee 
since 1938, and the more recent statements 
and publications which have come from the 
A.L.C. Some of these have neither carefully 
read the articles lately concluded in the Luth- 
eran Witness, “Lutheran Union—A_ Diseus- 
sion,” Some are indifferent because they seem 
to feel that neither our Synod at its conven 
tions nor its servants in their work can make 
a serious mistake in handling current union 
matters. And all the while ever s0 many of 
matters. 

If anything has ever proved the need of 
Christian patience in a Synod, current union 
matters have certainly done so. But at the 
same time there should be no lack of firmnest 
and frankness. “Exhort with all longsuffer 
ing and doctrine,” : 

Such a course must needs eventually leat 
to a decision to rescind the St. Louis uniot 
articles of 1938, G. 5S. | 


A rE TSG 


* Would that this had been borne in mind in 1931, 
and that the agreement which had_been negotiated bé 
tween our Committee on Lutheran Union and @ commis 
Sion of the A.L.C. (cp. Proceedings, p. 226f), had pati 
ently been permitted adequate consideration by the ran 
and file of our Church’s clergy and laity before sul 
definite action as that of the Centennial Conventi¢ 
in 1938. Again we say: Surely, our leaders shou! 


have confidence in the rank and file of our clergy anf 
laity!—P, H. B. j 


ACCEPTANCE OF THE ST. LOUIS - 
UNION ARTICLES OF 1938 MUST 
BE RESCINDED 
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the Rank and File 


© The Leavening Influence of Error— 
An Easter Meditation 


St. Paul says that a little leaven leaveneth 
the whole lump. Gal. 5, 9; I Cor. 5, 6. 

That is a general statement, covering any 
and all errors which become admixed with 
the pure doctrine of the Church. Accepting 
this statement in simple faith, we are to be 
vigilant against the encroachment of ever so 
little error, because nothing will remain of 
divine truth once crror has run its course. 

The leavening nature of error, and especi- 
ally also of such error as is proclaimed non- 
divisive by concessionists in Church union 
movements, can be demonstrated from Church. 
history. The following quoted from The His- 
torical Open Questions Among American 
Lutherans, by Theo. Hanssen*® is more than 
just an ordinary warning for us Missourians 
in our present circumstances :— 

“The so-called “Open Questions’, old 
ones as well as mew ones, are as actual as 
ever among American Lutherans, even if 
they have not been much discussed lately. 
They have been a most deciding factor and 
feature in the merger movements, into 
which the Lutherans in America have just 
entered. All the mergers which have al- 
ready taken place have been carried 
through on the basic principle that, since 


* Lutheran Literary Board, 
60 ets, 
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Burlington, Iowa. 1936.. 


so-called ‘Open Questions’ are champion- 
ed by many so-called Lutherans, and since 
other differences which formerly were not 
considered to be ‘Open Questions’ are now 
declared to be such and are practically 
treated as such, MERGER SYNODS ne- 
cessarily and wisely must acknowledge and 
even officially tolerate them. THERE- 
FORE, FUTURE MERGERS IN ALL 
PROBABILITY WILL BE NEGOTIAT- 
ED ON THIS SAME BASIS OR NOT 
AT ALL.” (p. 92.) 


“Future mergers in all probability will 
be negotiated on this same basis or not at 
all.” In 1986 that was prophetic. Pastor 
Hanssen could speak prophetically, be- 
cause he was speaking as an_ historian, 
and an historian is simply a prophet turn- 
ed backward. Since 1938 Pastor Hans- 
sen’s pronouncement no longer constitutes 
merely an historical prophecy. It consti- 
tutes a serious historical indictment and 
an earnest call to repentance for us of 
the Missouri Synod for whom and to whom 
he was particularly speaking. Tor the 
Doctrinal Basis of our St. Louis Union 
Articles of 19388 was negotiated precisely 
in the manner in which it was so clearly 
predicted this would be the case, if there 
should be negotiations at all. Tolerance 
has been officially granted to historical 
‘Open Question’ errors by their being de- 
clared ‘non-divisive’.” 


Pastor Hanssen rightly goes on to say:— 


“ ‘Official? toleration means much more 
than simple toleration. It means that with- 
in the same synod acknowledged errors 
and unsound practices are declared to be 
on a par with confessed pure doctrine and 
preferred sound practice, that clear testi- 
mony for truth and against error is great- 
ly discouraged and in some measure even 
prohibited and that errors are fostered 
and errorists are encouraged and protect- 


ed.” (Ibidem.) 


That Pastor Hanssen foresaw very clearly 
also here what has now already come to pass 
is obvious from the recent pronouncement of 
the American Lutheran Church at its 1940 
Detroit Convention. Lhe pronouncement that 
“not every traditional explanation” of Scrip- 
ture “is binding’? can in the light of the cir- 
cumstances amid which it was pronounced be 
understood only as a serving of notice on Mis- 
souri that its own erstwhile Scriptural views 
regarding the questions which it so foolishly 
declared need not be divisive in 1938 can be 
regarded as no more than merely just that 
“traditional explanations.” (What else could 
concessionists expect?) 


Pastor Hanssen finally concludes, also very 
rightly -— 


“Thus, after a merger has been con- 
summated, the unavoidable consequences 
are, that the conservative party, after it 
has entered into union with the more lib- 
eral parties, very quickly SINKS to the 
deep level of the MOST LIBERAL party 
within the merger body or even below 
that.” 


What apprehension—not to. say alarm— 
must fill us! In his “tender of fraternity” at 
the recent Detriot Convention of the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church, no one less than the 
chairman of the Missouri Synod’s Committce 
on Lutheran Union voiced the appeal to “move 
forward to the consummation” of the con- 
templated fellowship between the Missouri 
Synod and the American Lutheran Church, 
merely on the basis of the fact that it “be- 
came apparent” in mectings of the committee 
of which he is chairman and of a commission 
of the A.L.C. that we are agreed even only on 
the “main doctrines” of God’s Word, other 
doctrines, as is now well known, having been 
mistakenly declared non-divisive. No wonder 
that, in introducing the chairman of this com- 
mittee, Dr. Reu, leading theologian and com- 
missioner of the ALC, welcomed him as 
“embodying and personifying”’ something 


** Cp. « g. Theologische Quartalschrift; Jan., p. 55. 


apart from most of the Missouri Synod, of 
which Dr. Reu expressly declared that he 
could not say that all is good in it**, and, 
with that in mind, claimed him as a brother 
in the strict sense of the word, These things 
were not done in a corner. They were done 
in open convention and are a matter of pub- 
lie record. Where is it all to lead to, if we 
permit such things to go on? Has not Pastor 
Hanssen supplied the answer beforehand? 


It only remains to say that such warnings 
as that which Pastor Hanssen sounded in 
1936 need no demonstration from Church 
History for an enlightened Christian and a 
Contessional Lutheran, as he also himself 
points out, although Church history is really 
so full of them that it can be said fairly to 
bristle with such demonstrations, All that 
is needed by a believing child of God amid a 
mistaken glorying on the part of some as to 
what has been accomplished in the present 
union movement is to remind ourselves of 
what God so pertinently and pointedly says: 
Your glorying is not good. Know ye not that 
a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump? 
Purge out therefore the old leaven that ye 
may be a new lump, even as ye are unleav- 
ened!” 


Let us purge out the old Iowan leaven 
which is embodied in the Doctrinal Basis that 
is contained in the St. Louis Union Articles 
of 1938 and which seems already to have be- 
gun to work mightily in our Chureh. Let us 
purge it out by rescinding the St. Louis Union 
Articles of 1938 without much ado, and with- 
out any further thought than that of wishing 
to remain the unleavened body of sincerity 
and truth which we have heretofore been 
known to be by the grace of God. 


P. HB. 


© The Official Reply of The American 
Lutheran Church to The Missouri Syn- 
od’s Committee on Lutheran Union 
(Continued) 


lil The Minneapolis Theses and the 
A.L.C. Union Basis 


Continuing our discussion of the subject 
announced in the above title, we find that, 
after declaring itself with respect to the doc- 
trine of justification and as to its position with 
respect to non-fundamental doctrines, the 
American Lutheran Church in its official re- 
ply to the Missouri Synod’s Committee on 
Lutheran Union, as given at its Detroit Con- 
vention, next responds to the request to ex- 


peer; o-oo 


plain what it means by this statement of its 
Sandusky Resolutions: 


“We believe that the Brief Statement 
viewed in the light of our Declaration is 
not in contradiction to the Minneapolis 
Theses.” 


The official A.L.C. explanation of this reads 
as follows: 


“Our Commissioners said the following 
in explanation of the phrase ‘viewed in the 
light of our Declaration’. This phrase says 
three things—(1) In regard to the ques- 
tion concerning the essence of the Church, 
the Antichrist, the conversion of the Jews, 
the physical resurrection of the martyrs, 
and the reign of a thousand years men- 
tioned in Rev. 20, we accept the Brief 
Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the 
Missouri Synod, only with the limitations 
set forth in our DecJaration; (2) In re- 
gard to the other points mentioned in our 
Declaration we accept the corresponding 
points of doctrine in the Brief Statement 
as they are cither ‘supplemented’ in our 
Declaration or ‘emphasized’ as to those 
points which seemed essential to us. ‘Thus 
the doctrine of the Holy Scriptures has 
been supplemented in our Declaration with 
reference to the human factor, and in the 
doctrine of Hlection and Conversion those 
points have been emphasized which scemed 
essential to us; (3) In regard to the Brief 
Statement in general this phrase intends 
to say that we are conscious of our agree- 
ment with ‘the points of doctrine’ contain- 
ed therein, without, however, on our part 
sharing the exegetical or other lines of 
argumentation in every case, and without 
feeling obligated in every case to employ 
the same terminology.’ With this explana- 
tion of our Commissioners we fully agree. 
Since now and then something is consider- 
ed as a ‘point of doctrine’ which hardly 
may be thus called, we are glad that our 
Commissioners, for clarity’s sake, exempli- 
fied which statements of the Brief State- 
ment are by us not called ‘points of doc- 
trine’ e. g. the statement that Adam before 
the fall had a scientific knowledge.” (K. 
Z., pp. 698-694.) 


Point one of this explanation we have al- 
ready treated. Point two makes it clear that 
the A.L.C. acceptance of pivotal doctrines 
(ce. gy. the doctrine of Scripture, Justification, 
lection and Conversion.) of the Brief State- 
ment hinges entirely on what they have said 
in their Declaration, And when they say they 
emphasize in the Declaration what “seemed 


essential” to them, then what they have fail- 
ed to emphasize assumes an importance we 
dare not overlook. One cannot help but note 
that they have failed to emphasize the Anti- 
theses contained in the Brief Statement, bat 
have in several places de-horned them. 


In answer to point three, we can do no bet- 
ter than to repeat the words of Rev. J. Buen- 
ger: “Whoever is acquainted with the distine- 
tion they make between a doctrine proper and 
additional ‘theological developements of it, 
sees at a glance that the A.L.C, Declaration 
leaves a wide margin for disagreement in a 
sphere which to us is doctrine but to them 
‘theology’. No doubt the A.L.C, representa- 
tives believe that as far as doctrine proper, 
according to their definition of that term, 
goes the statements made in our Synodical 
Confession are correct. But what about cer- 
tain assertions which may go beyond what 
they consider to be doctrine in the strict sense 
of the word? What about certain distinctions 
which now may be regarded as ‘theological 
explanations’? Do these perhaps belong to a 
sphere in which cach side is Jeft at liberty 
to cling to their own tenets? ‘These questions 
must be clarified before doctrinal unity can 
be declared.” (Conf. Luth., 1, p. 70.) 

Summary: Instead of allaying our fears 
on this third objection the ALC. answer 
merely has confirmed them, and for the reas- 
ons stated above we cannot be satisfied with 
their explanation on this point. 


iV. A.L.C. Membership in the 
A. L. Conference 


The questioning which has been raised 
among us with respect to the statement—‘‘we 
are not willing to give up our membership in 
the American Lutheran Conference” is ans- 
wered by the A.L.C, in the following words: 


“Concerning our relation to the Ameri- 
ean Lutheran Conference we coneur with 
the Declaration of our Commissioners say- 
ing, that the above-mentioned resolution 
of Sandusky ‘is no absolute statement, but 
one conditioned by the future development 
of the American Lutheran Conference. 
We confidently hope that our sister Synods 
of the American Lutheran Conference oe- 
cupy the same doetrinal and practical 
ground that is occupied by us. (Por the 
exact wording of this last paragraph com- 
pare the official report of the conven- 
tion.)” (K. Z., p. 694.) 

Since the wording here seems to be some- 
what in doubt, what we have to say here can 
onty retee to the wording found in the RK. Z. 
Assuming that this wording is correct, we note 


anes) pees 


that the hope is expressed that the other syn- 
ods in the American Lutheran Conference 
oceupy the same doctrinal and practical 
ground as they. That the other bodics of the 
American Lutheran Conference occupy the 
same ground as the A. L. Church with refer- 
ence to certain doctrines which have been in 
dispute, we can well sec, if they, too, will 
view the Brief Statement in the light of the 
Declaration. For we are told that when the 
Brief Statement is viewed in this light then 
it is not in contradiction to the Minneapolis 
Theses upon which the American Lutheran 
Conference was founded. That the other 
bodies of the A, L. Conference occupy the 
same ground as the A. L. Church in matters 
of practice we can also sce, but this docs not 
allay our fears. 


Summary: “he statement: “We are not 
willing to give up this membership” is just 
as disturbing to us as it was before and cven 
more so, because it is not made clear to us 
upon what future developments of the A. 1. 
Conference this statement is conditioned. 


At this point in its statements of the objec 
tions which have been raised, the Union Com- 
mittce of the Mo, Synod expresses the hope 
that the action taken by the A. L. Church 
will be such as to make it possible to report 
to our delegate Synod in 1941 that the dilfi- 
culties have been removed. We cannot sce 
how this can now be reported if those who 
lave raised the objections are not satisfied 
with the explanations given. 


V. The Pittsburgh Agreernent 


The fifth difficulty which is mentioned by 
our Committee is the relations of the A.L.C. 
to the United Lutheran Church. And here 
there is mentioned particularly the Pittsburgh 
Agreement, which is a document treating the 
questions of lodgery, unionism and the Inspir- 
ation of the Holy Seriptures. In answering 
the questions which have been raised on these 
matters, the ALC. refers to its action on the 
Pittsburgh Agreement, Its action on the Pitts- 
burgh Agreement reads as follows: “We ac- 
cept the Pittsburgh Agreement with the deii- 
nite conviction that this agreement is in com- 
plete harmony with the Brief Statement.” 
(KR, Z., p. 752.) That the wording of the 
Pittsburgh Agreement is até many points simi- 
Jar to the wording of the Declaration is evi- 
dent. But that the P. A. can be understood 
in the sense of the Brict Statement—this is 
something we cannot admit. That the A.L.C, 
has accepted the P. A. which (not to be for- 
gotten) is an agreement with the U.L.C. on 
the points of lodgery, unionism, and the doc- 


trine of the Scriptures, makes our hopes of 
reaching unity with the A.L.C, still more re- 
mote. 


Vi. Unionism, Lodgery, and Prayer- 
Fellowship 


The final points brought to the attention 
of the A.L.C. for explanation deal with their 
position on unionism, lodgery, and the prayer- 
fellowship question, Here the A.L.C. answers 
as follows: 


“As fay as ‘Unionisn’ is concerned our 
standpoint is publicly stated, and as to 
membership in lodges the difference is 
hardly so great as some fear. Referring ° 
to prayer-fellowship we are still convinced 
that prayer-fellowship is wider than 
chureh-fellowship, but we do not consider 
this difference as churech-divisive and be- 
lieve in the course of time it will be over- 
come completely.” CK. Z., p. 694.) 

Clearly cnough, this is no answer at all so 
far as the questions regarding lodgery and 
unionism are concerned, And regarding pray- 
er-fclowship the A.L.C. thus simply reiterates 
its position with which we do not agree. With 
regard to its position on unionism we find 
this publiely stated in its Pittsburgh Agree- 
ment with the ULC. Were, in the second 
paragraph of the first division, we read: “That 
pastors and congregations shall not practice 
indiscriminate puipit and altar-fellowship with 
pastors and churches of other denominations, 
whereby doctrinal differences are ignored or 
virtually made matters of indifference. LHspe- 
cially shall no religious fellowship whatso- 
ever be practiced with such individuals and 
groups as are not basically evangelical.” (BK. 
Z., p. 695.) Without making further comment 
on this paragraph at this time, we would 
simply call the attention of our readers to 
two words which are significant, the words 
“indiseriminate” and “especially. Anyone 
may see that this paragraph leaves room for 
the widest interpretation, Farthermore, » pub- 
lie display of the AWC. standpoint on union- 
isus iy furnished in its altiliation with the 
American Lutheran Conferences aud in its 
connections with the National Lutheran Coun- 
cil, as well as in the common practice prevail- 
ing in the field, Again, its position on the 
prayer-fellowship question shows that it docs 
not regard as unionism what we regard as 
unionism. When this body says in its reply 
to our Commiltee that it is still convineed 
that prayer-fellowship is wider than chureh- 
felowlship, and that it believes that this dit- 
ference between us will in the course of time 
be overcome completely, this can only mean 
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one thing to it, and that is this: If they are 
sincere in their conviction on this point (as we 
assume they are) then this difference can, 
in their view, only be overcome by winning 
us over to their view. The method here used 
of disposing of this difference now by saying 
that it is not “church-divisive” is by this time 
so familiar that we hardly need to call atten- 
tion to it. 


With regard to membership in lodges the 
A.L.C. states: “Uhe difference is hardly so 
great as some fear.’ That there is a difference 
is then admitted, but it is considered a small 
difference. This difference may seem small in 
the eyes of the A.L.C., but whether this dif- 
ference is so small in our eyes is a different 
question. How the A.L.C. regards differences 
on this important question of lodgery may be 
seen by its acceptance of the most inadequate 
paragraph on Jodgery which is called an 
Agreement with the Jodge-infested U.L.C. on 
this point. This paragraph of the Pittsburgh 
Agreement reads: “That all persons alfiliated 
with any of the Societies or Organizations 
designated in the Washington Declaration of 
the U.L.C.A. as ‘Organizations injurious to 
the Christian faith’ should sever their connec- 
tion with such society or organization and 
shall be so admonished; and members of our 
churches not now affiliated with such Organi- 
zations shall be warned against sueh alfilia- 
tion. Especially shall the shepherds of the 
flock be admonished to refuse adherence and 
support to such Organizations.” (K. Z., p. 
695.) How the U.L.C. could adopt this para- 
graph by a majority of 5 to 1 in view of their 
liberal attitude towards the membership in the 
lodge, is easily understood. For here nothing 
is said regarding church discipline and ulti- 
mate excommunication of those who, in spite 
of admonition, continue as members in the 
lodge. Again the word “especially” and what 
follows, further weakens the already weak 
statement which precedes it. That the A.L.C. 
accepts this statement in the sense of the 
Declaration and the Brief Statement does not 
help matters any. 


Though the acceptance of the Pittsburgh 
Agreement may be viewed by the extreme 
leftists of the U.L.C. (such as Dr. Alleman) 
as being a step away from their liberalism, 
it cannot be considered by us as being a great 
achievement for conservative Lutheranism in 
our country as some have regarded it. 


These observations are not written in the 
spirit of trying to frustrate all hopes of un- 
ion with the A.L.C. They are presented as a 
contribution for the better understanding of 


the differences which separate us, with the 
hope and prayer that these and all other dif- 
ferences which separate us may truly be 
removed so that we may have a true union 
with doctrinal agreement in all things. We 
have written as much with the thought of 
serving the A.L.C. as with the thought of serv- 
ing our own Synod. Surely it is always con- 
sistent with Christian charity to point out er- 
rors and dangers which threaten the salvation 
of souls. To remain silent under such cireum- 
stances would be an inexcusable lack of char- 
ity. C. M. G. 


The Dogmatic-Historical Background 
Of the Present Union Movement 


With Special Reference to the Specific 
Doctrines Involved 


By Rev. J. Buenger 
(Continued ) 
4, The Ministerial Office 


There is a wide-spread conviction within 
the Synodical Conference (though not within 
the A.L.C., for they know better) that our 
opponents have abandoned their old position 
in the doctrine of the public ministry and 
adopted that of the Synodical Conference. 
This conviction is based on nothing but the 
unfounded assumption that a doctrinal differ- 
ence ceases to exist when it is no longer made 
an object of controversy, ‘he fact is not that 
the difference has disappeared, but only that 
the discussion of it has been discontinued. 


The situation is very much like that which 
obtained at the time when the Reformed were 
interested in a union with Lutherans. There 
had been a time when the Reformed decidedly 
rejected the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper and set forth their own doctrine as 
plainly as they could. But conditions changed 
and there came a time when they stressed 
those points only in which they agreed with 
Lutherans and passed over the difference 
between them with silence. Since the days of 
Calvin, Reformed theologians have time and 
again tried to come to an agreement with 
Lutherans, using as a common basis the state- 
ment that the true body and blood of Christ 
are received in the Lord’s Supper, that body 
which He gave for us, that blood which He 
shed for us on the cross. This tatement is cor- 
rect as far as it goes, and there have always 
been Lutherans who were favorably inclined to 
a union on such a basis believing that by it the 
difference between them and the Reformed 
was removed. But there were always others 
who saw and pointed out the fact that the 
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difference in doctrine was by no means re- 
moved but only covered up. While one side 
held that Christ’s body and blood are received 
only spiritually, by believing, the other side 
insisted that all communicants, worthy and 
unworthy, receive Christ’s body and blood 
by taking the bread and wine. , 


Likewise there was a time when the Iowans 
took pains to set forth the differences in the 
doctrine of the public ministry between them 
and us with all clearness and firmness, And 
then again a time came when, without with- 
drawing any of their former statements, they 
stressed the points only in which they 
agreed with Missouri. And there are many on 
our side who are perfectly satisfied with dee- 
larations of this kind because they cannot sce 
anything wrong in them. 


The Davenport Theses of 1878 decidedly 
stress the difference. They say: 


“t. In the doctrine of the ministry we 
cowld not admit that according to the Con- 
fesstons of our Chureh the office comes 
about by individual Christians conferring 
their spiritual priestly rights. 


“5, In opposition to this we maintain 
that the public office is conferred by God 
through the congregation in its totality 
and essence (in ihrer Ganzheit und Wesen- 
heit) through the orderly call, because the 
‘mandatum de constituendis ministris’ is 
not given to the individual members but 
to the Chureb as such.” 


The same tenets are expressed in the Madi- 
son Theses of 18735: 


“2. That which the Symbols of the 
Lutheran Church state as confession on 
the doctrine of the ministry is our confes- 
sion also. But the specifically Missourian 
doctrine of conferring the office (Ueber- 
tragungslehre) which goes beyond that 
common Confessional basis, is, aside from 
the correctness or incorrectness of the doc- 
trine, neither a doctrine of the Lutheran 
Confessions, nor is it, according to its na- 
ture, a doctrine of faith, and therefore we 
cannot regard it as a doctrine divisive of 
chureh-fellowship.” 


This is further explained by Dr. S. Fritschel 
in the following words: 


“That all Christians, by virtue of their 
spiritual priesthood, have the general com- 
mand and call to manifest their commun- 
ion with the Gospel and their right to the 
means of grace through word and work, 
of which duty they cannot rid themselves 


through any kind of a conferring of it 
upon others; but the special command 
the execution of which is the office of 
preaching and the administration of the 
Sacraments, and on which rests the right 
to appoint ministers is given neither to a 
special class in the Church, nor to indi- 
vidual persons, nor to individual church- 
members as such, but to the Chureh as 
such, i. c. in the totality of its parts or in 
its entirety and essence.” (Lowa und Mis- 
sourl, p. Lift.) 


A distinction is made in these words be- 
tween the duty of Christians as possessors 
of the Gospel and the general priesthood to 
confess the Word of God by word and deed, 
and the special right and duty to cxercise the 
office of the keys by calling and ordaining 
ministers of the Word. ‘The former is said 
to belong to cach individual Christian, the 
Jatter only to the “Church in its totality,” but 
not to individual Christians. We ask first: 
What is meant by the “Chureh in its totality,” 
and secondly: Has the dislinetion made by 
fowa any basis in Seripture and in the Con- 
fessions of our Church? 


The terms “the Chureh in the totality of its 
parts,” or “the Church in its entirety and es- 
senec,” and the like, mcan: not any congrega- 
tion of Christians, but congregations in con 
Junction with the ministry. ‘This is seen from 
the Madison theses: 


“A eall consummated by the Church is 
fully valid and orderly only 1) when the 
constituent parts of the Chureh have taken 
part in it in the proper manner, without 
violent curtailment of their rights, and not 
either by the ministry or by the body of 
hearers usurping it exclusively and arbi- 
trarily.’ And: “For a proper discharge 
from office as well as for the installing 
the cooperation of the entire Church con- 
sisting of congregations and the ministry 
is necessary.” (Quellen und Dokumente, 
pp. 276 and 277.) 


Here it becomes evident why, in the doc- 
trine of the Church the A.L.C., like the old 
Towa Synod, now insists on the statement 
that the Word and Saerament are essential 
parts of the Church. It is done in order to se- 
cure to the ministry, as the agency of the 
Word and Sacrament, its share in the right 
of the eall, 


Our second question is: Has the Jowa dis- 
tinction any basis in Scripture and in our 
Confessions? Does Seripture teach that, while 
the Gospel and the general priesthood indeed 
belong to every individual believer, the office 
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of the keys and hence the right to call are 
given only to the Church in its totality and 
essence ? 

In Matthew 16, 19 the Lord says to Simon 
Peter: “IT will give unto thee the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven; and whatsvever thou 
shalt bind on earth shall be bound in heaven; 
and whatsoever thou shalt Joose on earth shall 
be loosed in heaven.’ Peter certainly was 
not the Chureh in its totality and essence but 
an individual believer, and he was the first 
one to reeeive the keys because he was the 
first one of the disciples who confessed his 
faith in Christ as the cternal Son of God. 
That Peter did not receive the keys for his 
own person, but that he only shared this priv- 
ilege with all other disciples, is seen from 
John 20, 21-23, where Jesus confers the same 
power on the disciples gathered in Jerusalem 
behind closed doors, And in Matt. 28, 18-20, 
the duty to teach and baptize all nations is 
conferred on the whole Chureh in general. 
ft is evident, then, from Seripture that the 
office of the keys belongs to the whole Church 
because the Chureh is the communien of 
saints, of people to whom this office is primar- 
ily given, but not to the Church in its totality 
as distinguished from the individual believers. 


This truth is also very clearly set forth in 
our Confessions. The Smalcald Articles say: 
“In addition to this it is necessary to acknow- 
Jedge that the Keys belong not to the person 
of one particular man, but to the Church, as 
many most clear and firm arguments testify. 
For Christ, speaking concerning the Keys, 
Matt. 18, 19, adds: If two or three of you 
shall agree on earth, ete. Therefore He grants 
the Keys principally and immediately to the 
Church, just as also for this reason the Church 
has principally the right of calling. Por 
just as the promise of the 
Gospel belongs certainly 
immediately to the entire 
Chureh so the Keys belong im- 
mediately to the Chureh. be- 
cause the Keys are nothing else than the of- 
fice whereby this promise is communicated to 
everyone who desires it, just as it actually 
manifests that the Chureh has power to ordain 
ministers of the Church.” (Trigh, p. 511.) 
These words plainly state that the Keys are 
given to the Church in the same sense in 
which the Gospel belongs to the whole Chureh, 
henee to Christians as such. The [owan dis- 
tinction which is opposed to the “Missourian 
Uebertragungslehre” is, therefore, not taken 
from Seripture nor from the Lutheran Confes- 
sions, but is of their own invention. 


and 


The vital difference, then, between the Syn- 


odical Conference and the A.L.C. lies in the 
question: To whom are the Keys originally 
given’ We answer: To the whole Chureh, 
i. e, to every Christian congregation since it 
is primarily given lo the believers as such. 
They answer: ‘lo the whole Chureh, i. ec. to 
the Church in its totality, congregations in 
conjunction with the clergy, but not to indi- 
vidual Christians as such, 


But even the apparent conformity in doc- 
trine docs not go quite as far as it might seem 
at lirst sight. It is true, both sides confess 
that God conters the office on certain persons 
through the congregation. But not in the 
same sense. Aceording to the Lutheran doc- 
trine, as confessed by the Synodical Contfer- 
enee, the congregation as a communion of 
the original possessors of the Keys confers 
the public administration of these powers on 
cerlain persons who, therefore, remain under 
the supervision of the congregation. ‘This is 
denied by the A.L.C. According to their con- 
ception it simply pleases God to confer the 
olfice on certain persous “through the instru- 
mentality of the congregation” (as Dr. Dein- 
doerfer puts it, as quoted in L. ue. W. 190-4, 
p. £45), the Christians themselves having no 
part or lot in what the congregation confers 
on the incumbent of the office, These are two 
entirely different conceptions, and the ditter- 
ence must not be veiled in a unionistic manner 
by simply declaring that God ealls through the 
congregation. 

What interest did the Jowans have in cling- 
ing to this peculiar doctrine which scems to 
have no practical value at present? It is the 
last remnant of the Romanizing error of Pas- 
tor Loehe and of other Neo-Lutherans who, 
frankly rejecting the doctrine of the Lutheran 
Confessions, were striving for a new defini- 
tion of the Church and the ministry in order 
to find a basis for a Church government which 
they might call divinely ordained. The history 
of the Buffalo Synod and their own experi- 
ence showed the Iowans that it would have 
been suicidal for them to carry out Pastor 
Loche’s principles in practice here in’ this 
country, ‘They very soon saw that they had 
to adapt themselves, to some extent, to the 
doctrine and practice of Missouri, which they 
did much to the grief of Pastor Loehe and 
his friends in Germany. Still, throughout all 
these years, they have held tenaciously to this 
remnant of their old error in order to assert 
their agreement in principle with Loehe and 
to keep a certain distance from the position 
of the Synodical Conference. 


But while the Iowans in former years for 
decades stressed their special conception of 
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the Church and the ministry, maintaining at 
the same time that it involved a non-divisive 
doctrinal difference, the time came when they 
began more and more to emphasize the points 
in which they still agreed with their opponents 
and to put their differences into the back- 
grounkl without, however, giving up any of 
their views. 


This was first done in their efforts to come 
to an agreement with the Ohio Synod. After 
preliminary colloquics at Richmond (1883) 
and at Michigan City (1893), church-tellow- 
ship was finally established between Iowa and 
Ohio at Toledo in 1907. The thesis on the 
ministry accepted at Toledo reads: 


“2. he Ministerial Office. a) To the 
rights and duties of the spiritual pricst- 
hood do not only belong the general com- 
mand and call that the believers manifest 
theiy communion in the Gospel and their 
right to the means of grace through word 
and work and, accordingly, to instruct 
their families in the Word of God, and in 
general and in diverse ways to teach and 
admonish one another, and even also with- 
out a special endl to preach to the heathen 
and non-Christians, and in any ease of 
necessity to administer holy Baptism ;— 
but also the establishment of the public 
ministry, since this office is by Christ, ori- 
ginally and immediately given to the whole 
Church. b) The office of a preacher or 
pastor is the pewer to administer publicly 
the means of grace in behalf of the con- 
gregation, which power rests on a special 
command of the Lord valid for all times 
and is conferred through the call. c) The 
calling is a right of that congregation with- 
in which the pastor is to administer the 
oifice. The ordination is a public solemn 
confirmation of the call and only an apos- 
tolic ecclesiastical ordinance.” 


Tt is noticeable that in this entire thesis 
only such points are mentioned in which Iowa 
and the Ohio Synod as a former member of 
the Synodical Conference were already agreed. 
In this respect this thesis is exactly like the 
one accepted at Michigan City of which Dr. 
S. Fritschel wrote: “The thesis, therefore, al- 
though in Misseurian phraseology, does not 
state anything beside that which the doctrine 
of the Missourians and that of the Lutheran 
Church have in common, first that every true 
Christian by virtue of his spiritual priesthood 
has the right to put the means of grace into 
operation, and secondly that the public admin- 
istration of these is a power resting on a spe- 
cial command of the Lord which He has given 
to His Church and which He confers upon 


‘the ministers of the Word through the call. 


However, nothing is said of the specifically 
Missourian feature, namely that the minister 
ial office has publicly to exercise only the 
vights of the spiritual priesthood instead and 
in behalf of the individual Christians, i. e. the 
Missourian ‘Ocbertrayungsiehre’.” (“Kirehl. 
Zeitschy.”, XOX, p. 168.) 


Yes, such is indeed the case. In other words 
the theses of Miebigan City and of Toledo are 
unionistic formulas pure and simple, cevering 
conumon ground only, avd straddling doctrinal 
differences. Once this is understood, it is at 
easy matter to see the Chicagy Theses and the 
A.L.C. Declaration on the niinisterial office 
in their proper light, 


As to the Chicago Theses, it is evident that 
their statements on the ministerial office g? 
in no way beyond the Loledo Theses and the 
explanation of Dr. S. Fritsehel. A distinction 
is made between the spiritual priesthood and 
the pastoral office in such o manner as to re 
serve for individual Christians only these 
rights and duties which all the statements 
of Old Iowa concede to individual Christians. 
while the right to call is simply aseribed ¥ 
the congregation without stating whether th 
is meant in the sense of Iowa or of Missourl 
‘The two theses follow: 


“VY, The Spiritual Priesthood. 


“416. Christ has made all believers king? 
and priests in the sight of God, His Failr 
er, and in the saving Gospel and in the 
Sacraments hag bestowed upon them 38 
such all the spiritual possessions which He 
hag acquired by His redemption. : 

“17, Every Christian is to exercise this 
universal priesthood, e.g. by his testimony 
in behalf of the saving truth according io 
opportunity and the measure of his know 
ledge and ability. 


“VI. The Pastoral Office. 


“18. As distinct from the universal 
priesthood, the pastoral office, as regat? 
its essense and purpose, consists in this, 
that a person qualified for this office 3! 
duly called to the same, edifies, teach 
and governs a certain congregation ist 
Christ’s stead by means of God’s Wor 
and administers the Sacraments in 
midst. 


“19. This office is of divine institutio” 
and its funetions, aforementioned, are pre’ 
cisely defined in God’s Word. According!) 
it is the right and duty of every Chrir 
tian congregation to establish this offic 
and this is done by means of calling . 
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pastor. Such auction ts a funetion of the 
universal pricsthood. 


“20. The ealling of a pastor is the right 
af thal congregation in which the minister 
isto discharge the duties of bis office, and 
by such calling Christ appoiuts His ain 
isters for the congregation, Ordination is 
not a divine, but am ceelesiastical ordin- 
ance for the public and solemn confirma- 
tion of the pastor's eall.’’ 


In these statements Missouri and Lowa have 
ven agreed for a long time. But that which 
is here omilted, “the specifically Missourian 
feature” which really is the genuine Lutheran 
doctrine is set forth very clearly and distinetls 
In the Brief Statement: 


“30. The Oviginal and True Possessers 
of all Christian rights and Privileges.—— 
Since the Christiaus are the Chureh, tt is 
sdlbevident that they alone origimally pos- 
sess the spiritual gifts and rights whieh 
Christ has gained for, and given to, THis 
Cherch, ‘hus St. Paul reminds all believ- 
ers: AIL things are yours,” | Cor. 3, 24.24, 
and Christ Efiuself comanits la all believ- 
ev the keys of the kingdom of henuven, 
Math. 16, 18-10; 18, 17-20; Jobs 20, 22.23, 
and commissions all believers lo preach 
the Gospel and administer Ute Sacra- 
ments, Matt. 28, $9.20; L Cor. i1, 2y-25. 
Accordingly we roject all doctrines by 
which this spiritual power or any part 
thereof is adjudged as oviginally vested in 
certain individuals oy Jrodies, such as the 
Pope, or the bishops, or the order of the 
ministry, or the secular Jords, or councils 
or synods, ele. Pho offlicers of the Church 
publicly adininisher their offiee only by 
Virtue of delugated powers, conferred on 
thorny by the original possessors of such 
powers, and such administyntion rensains 
Pave the supervision of the latter, Col. 
417? 


After this has been established, the state- 
Ment made ka paragraph 81, Ghat “the Chyis- 
Hans of a certain locality are required, by di- 
Yne order, to make provision that the Word 
of God be publicly preached in their aidsi 
and the Sacraments administered according to 
the institution of Christ, by persons gunlilied 
for suck work,’ can have but one meaning, fi 
Xpresses the Luthernw doctrine, as tangeht in 


the Confessions and by the Sy»odieal Conter- 
Chey, 


The AWC. will wladly leave this concep- 
in to the Synodieal Conference, though not 
43 a doetring of faith but as a “theological” 
Syinien, However, they demand of us that we 


hikewise regard their peculiar Iowan concep- 
tion of the ministerial office as a non-divisive 
difference, and they would refuse church 
felowship to any chureh body which would 
reject their teaching as a deviation from the 
Lutheran Confessions and henee as a false 
doctrine. 


For this reason it would not have been the 
proper thing for them: to reject the declara- 
tions on the ministry made in the Brief State- 
ment. Nor could they aceept them without 
reservations, since they agree with theur only 
in part. Wherefore the only thing left for 
them to doe, aceording to their conviction, was 
to supplement them by a declaration of their 
own, which they did in the following words: 


“IV. The office of the Public Admini- 
styation of the Means of Grace—Nhe of- 
Yeo of the public administration, of the 
means of orace ix a diving institution. The 
power to forgive ar retain sin, to preach 
the Daw and the Gospul, has been eom- 
milted by Christ not to an individual per- 
son, such as Petey and his so-called sucecs- 
sors, roronty to the twelve Apostles nor to 
a special order, but to all Christians, Mats. 
$6: 49; 18: iS; John 20: 19, 20; to be 
compared with Luke vibes 33-86. In order 
to have one jn dbs midst who exercise 
this office publicly, in its name and by its 
order, the Christian congregation ealls a 
capable person, By the call the congregn- 
tion erects the office of the public admiin- 
istration of the means of grace in its midst, 
Ordination is the cosdftrnimtion of the enll; 
it is not ws divine dub a commendable lu- 
wan ordinance.” 


This statement contains those points whish, 
as Dy. Fritsche) repealediy declared, have al- 
ways been confessed by Missouri and Fows 
alike, but avoids the difference between them. 
At the same time if also avoids the lermingl- 
ogy of paragraph 8f of the Brick Statement, 
which, cyven aside from paragraph 30, very 
strongly expresses the Missourian doctrine. 
But how about the Jownan view that the eall- 
jng Of pastors is a prerogative of the Chareh 
in its totality and essence? "Fhis part of theic 
doetrine has been taken eave 6 2 la the yecved- 
ing paragraph where the visible side of the 
Church, consisting ja fhe use of the means of 
grace, is declared to be permissible, By this 
reservation the right to understand the term 
“all Christians’ in the sense of “dhe Chureh 
in tls Colalitw’? js safeguarded. For if Word 
and Sacrament are essential parts of the 
Charch, then a congregation of Christians 


without any representation of the clergy would 
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lack the prerequisite to exercise a right which 
is given to Christians only in conjunction with 
the ministry as the representatives of Word 
and Sacrament. 

Nor is this difference done away with by the 
fact that the congregations in our synod also 
are, for the sake of good order, supposed to 
avail themselves of the advice of the synodi- 
eal officers when calling a pastor; for this is 
not done in the belief that a congregation 
without the representation of the clergy has 
no right to call, Therefore, in spite of the 
apparent uniformity in practice at the pres- 
ent time, there remains a doctrinal difference 
as positive as the difference between a matter 
of Christian liberty and a divine command. 
Besides, the Iowan principle leaves the door 
open for a Romanizing conception of Church 
government, 

Thus there is no basis at all for the assump- 
tion that the A.L.C. has abandoned its former 
error and accepted the position of the Synodi- 
cal Conference concerning the ministerial of- 
fiee, On the contrary, the difference remains 
that according to our doctrine the officers of 
the Chureh publicly administer their offices 
only by virtue of delegated powers, conferred 
on them through the call by the original pos- 
sessors of such powers, while the A.L.C. de- 
nies this, maintaining that God simply uses 
the congregation as an instrument to confer 
powers which are given to the Church in its 
totality, but not to the individual believers. 
We have seen that the agreement which scem- 
ed to have been reached in the Chicago Theses 
and in the A.L.C, Declaration covers the com- 
mon ground only but ignores the difference 
between us and the A.L.C. A plain statement 
made by the A.L.C., that all the spiritual gifts 
which Christ has gained for us, including the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven and hence the 
right to call ministers, are originally given to 
all Christians and to cach and every believer 
as such, would settle the difference at this 


point, 


© Lest We Forget the Language 
Of Our Fathers 


Dr. I’. Pieper in his pamphlet “Unionism” 
aptly remarks: “Neither are we separatists, 
who are disturbing the peace of the Church. 
We are contending for the true Christian 
peace, which is not an external peace but a 
peace of hearts and of minds that have found 
rest in the Word of God.” (P. 4) 

On page six in the same treatise he makes 
this significant remark: “He”, referring to the 
Christian pastor, “must not only have a thor- 


ough knowledge of ‘sound doctrine’... 


stop their mouths 
the Word of God, so that the false teachers 


will stand exposed as false teachers,” 


As a true teacher, Dr. Pieper tells us: “the 
Bible teaches that Unionism, fellowship with 
false doctrine, is detrimental to the Church, 
because it is a menace to the soul. We must 
not imagine God to be a tyrant ... God’s 
commandments . . . are made in the interest 
of His great unspeakable divine Jove anc. 
mercy, which would lead us poor sinners to 
salvation.” (P. 7.) 

° 

Luther warns George Major: “A teacher 
who holds his peace in the face of error and 
yet insists that he is a teacher of the truth. 
is worse than an open enthusiast ... Aye 
either he is seeretly at one with the enemy, or 
he is a doubter and a weather-cock, waiting 
to see which way the wind will blow, whether 
Christ or the devil will prevail.” (Quoted by 
Dr, Pieper on p. 87 in his pamphlet, “Union- 
ism.) St. L. XWIT, 1180. 


Dr Pieper again states: “Sinful Unionism is 
furthermore in evidence when, in negotiations 
to bring about unity, ambiguous terms are 
used, ic. terms that are interpreted correctly 
by some and inisinterpreted by others.”’ (Lbid. 
p. 38.) 

“Anti-biblieal Unionism is finally in evi- 
denee when a chureh-body in its constitution 
subseribes to the Confessions of the orthodox 
(i. e., the Lutheran) Church, but when it at 
the same time permits false teachers to go wn 
challenged.” (Dr. Pieper, “Unionisim’’, p. 38.) 

“We will attend so-called ‘free conferences’ 
and discuss doctrinal differences with our op- 
ponents in all patience and kindness and hu- 
mility with a view of establishing unity. But 
Chureh fellowship we cannot establish and 
maintain save with those who agree with us 
in Christian doctrine.” (Ibid., p. 89.) 

ALE, B. 


© The Right and Duty of The 
Rank and File 


The forgotten man in Luther's Day was the 
ordinary chureh member. Every priest, more- 
over, at that time subserviently took orders 
from the hierarehy of the Pope. One might 
suppose that in view of such a situation, 
Luther might have been content to stir up 
the preachers of local congregations to exer 
cise their right and duty of judging all doc 
trine and practice on the basis of Holy Writ. 
But, no; he exhorts the common Christians 


ae ae 


but 


also be able to convince the gainsayers and 
.. by refuting them from. 


ke. 


algo, and shows them from the Scriptures, that 
not only their pastors but they themselves 
must on the basis of Seripture judge doctrine 
and practice. We see this, for example, in his 
essay entitled “That a Christian Assembly or 
Congregation Has the Right and Power to 
Judge All Doctrine, and to Call, Install, and 
Dismiss ‘Teachers .. . 15385.’—St. L. Hdit., 
XS, 1538ff. In this essay Luther says: 


“The word and teaching of men have 
decreed and ordained that doctrine should 
be judged alone by bishops, theologians, 
and councils; what they have concluded 
should be accepted by the whole world as 
correct and as articles of faith, as it is 
proved sufficiently and daily by — their 
boasting of the Pope’s spiritual rights. You 
hardly hear anything else but this boast, 
that it is their right and power to judge 
whether a matter is Christian or heretical; 
and the common Christian is supposed to 
wait for their judgment and then adhere 
to that . . 2’ (What Luther has to say to 
this, in more detail, has been shown in the 
article, “What Has the Rank and File to 
Say?’, in the February issue of The Con- 
fessional Lutheran. ) 


Dy. Walther has similarly said: 


“All members of a congregation must 
strive to grow, and be enriched, in all ut- 
terance and in all knowledge (II Pet. 
3:18; I Cor. 1:5) that they may not re- 
main children, tossed to and fro and ear- 
ried about with cvery wind of doctrine 
(ph. 4:14; Heb, 5:12), but try and judge 
by the Word of God the doctrine preached 
to them -(Acts 17:11: ‘They searched the 
Scriptures daily whether those things were 
so’; Matt. 7:15, 16; 1 John 4:1: ‘Beloved, 
believe not every spirit but try the spirits 
whether they are of God’; I Cor. 10:15.)” 
Walther and the Church, p. 102. 


Instead of speaking of “bishops, theolo- 
gians, and councils,” as Luther does, we would 
in our day say: officials, theologians, profes- 


sors, and conventions. ‘hese do not alone 
Have the right and duty to judge doctrine. 


Lhus applying Luther's instruction to our day, 
we may well profit thereby. Even so Dr. Wal- 
ther (“the greatest disciple Luther ever had 
in the world”)* followed Luther and instruet- 
ed ous. Both Luther and Walther simply ap- 
plied the words of Christ and of the Apostles 
and Prophets, Luther's essay of 1523, to 
which we have referred, is full of Scripture 
proof for what he says. Dozens of proof pas- 
sages are used im that essay. 


* Dr Th, 
Quarterly, Jan., 


Buenger in 
1941, p. 


Concordia Historical Institute 


160. 


In application, here and now, we might 
briefly conclude the matter which is the sub- 
ject of discussion in this article by saying that 
not only the rank and file pastors but espe- 
cially also the rank and file members of our 
local congregations must awake and be stirred 
up to do their duty and exercise their right 
relative to judging all things on the basis of 
Holy Writ. Thus judging the St .Louis union 
articles of 1938, pastors and congregations 
can hardly arrive at any other conclusion than 
that those articles must be rescinded. It is 
clear from God’s own Word that the rank 
and file pastors and congregations have both 
the right and the duty to pass judgment on 
the far-reaching union articles referred to. 
The only other choice is to fail in a God-given 


duty. G. S. 


© The Marxist View of Christianity 


A discussion of the subject which we have 
undertaken to discuss cotld hardly be consid- 
ered even remotely complete without at Ieast 
a few additional remarks regarding the Marx- 
ist view of Christian faith and of Christian 
ethies. We shall, therefore, adduce an official 
pronouncement or two regarding these mat- 
ters. 


Religious Faith 


Under the heading “What is Religion Good 
Vor?”, Lenin, god of the godless, cites a 
voice that was to be heard in the Moscow 
Gazette, in the days before the Bolshevistic 
Revolution in Russia, when there was still a 
conservative press and a campaign against 
religious radicalism in that country, as fol- 
lows: 


“They call our faith a delusion!! They 
mock at us because, thanks to this ‘de- 
lusion’, we fear and avoid sin, and carry 
out our obligations uncomplainingly, no 
matter how severe they may be, because 
we find the strength and courage to bear 
sorrow and privations, and forego pride 

in times of success and good fortune,” 


Lenin then brings this sneering retort: 


“So this is what it is, is it? The ortho- 
dox faith is dear to them beeause it 
teaches to bear misfortune ‘uncomplain- 
ingly’! What a profitable faith it is, in- 
deed, for the governing classes! In a so- 
cicty so organized that an insignificant 
minority enjoys wealth and power, while 
the masses constantly suffer ‘deprivation’ 
and bear ‘severe obligations’, it is quite 
natural for the exploiters to sympathize 


pease, ty eae 


with a religion that teaches us to bear 
‘uncomplainingly’ the woes of hell on 
earth, in the hope of an alleged paradise 
in the skies.’ (Religion, by Lenin, p. 
35f.) 


No matter what the subject or the given 
situation, Marxism, in accord with its achro- 
matopsy, its complete monochromatic color- 
blindness, can only see red. All else is beyond 
its perception. It is of no use to protest that 
all of the ills of life are by no means of a 
governing class’s making. It is of no use to 
protest that Christianity teaches us to bear 
also the abuses of that most oppressive of all 
governing classes — the soviet socialist class. 
It is of no use to protest that it was a people 
steeped in religion that revolted against Bri- 
tish tyranny in the American Revolution* and 
based its Declaration of Independence on 
faith in a Creator who equally endowed men 
with the inherent rights of life, liberty, and 
the pursuit of happiness. It is no use protes- 
ting that the abolishment of slavery, particu- 
larly through the Civil War in America, was 
brought about not by a class struggle, eman- 
ating within the enslaved class itself, but by 
influences emanating within higher ranks of 
society which had nothing to gain by the li- 
beration of slaves, and by such very influen- 
ces as Marxism seeks to destroy and to 
abolish forever from this still fair earth.** It 
is of no use to speak of sin and its universal- 
ity. For Communism does not believe in sin 
at all. It is of no use to ask: what of Chris- 
tian patience and fortitude and the resigna- 
tion of Christian faith in the prospect of re- 
lentless death, or uncontrollable illness, or 
congenital defeetiveness which is beyond hu- 
man help? It is of no use to ask Leninists: 
what, in view of such situations, has your 
vaunted dialecticism to offer? Marxism simply 


«Cp. & g. Patrick Henry’s “give me liberty or give 
me death” speech (Speech on a Resolution to put Vir- 
ginia into a State of Defense): “It is only in this way 
that we can hope to arrive at truth, and fulfill the 
great responsibility which we hold to God and our coun- 
try. Should I keep back my opinions at such a time, 
through fear of giving offense, {1 should consider myself 
as guilty of treason towards my country, and of an act 
of disloyalty toward the Majesty of Heaven, which 1 
revere above all earthly kings.” Denny, American Pub- 
lic Addresses, p. 38 (Our emphasis.) 


** Cp, Abraham Lincoln's Second Inaugural Address. 
Ibid, pp. 192-194, 


is not interested, and cannot be interested, in 
offering anything in view of such situations. 
Its only interest is to destroy. And it wants 
to destroy, above all, Christian faith, 

Far from Christian faith’s being an instru- 
ment of oppression, its very existence is de- 
pendent on its clinging to the divine assur- 
ance “Ye are bought with a price; be not ye 
the servants of men,’ and to Christ’s equally 
assuring “If ye continue in my Word, then 
are ye my disciples indeed, and ye shall know 
the truth, and the truth shall make you free.” 
(I Cor. 7,28; John 8,31f.) Yet, despite the 
fact that this vision of Christian faith has 
been made so plain that he that runneth may 
read it, it must forever remain the mystery 
of mysteries to anti-God Marxism, even as it 
has proved the mystery of the ages to every- 
one who chooses to remain without God and 
Christ and hope in the world, while proving 
at the same time to the enlightened Christian 
mind a revealed and blessed mystery that 
lightens every step on the way of life. 


Such sneers as those of Lenin are by no 
means anything new. They are not the pro- 
duct of an enlightened Twentieth Century. 
When the Gospel began to be preached to the 
world in. the heyday of the old Roman Em- 
pire, heathen philosophers (who, however, 
still believed in gods, or in a God unknown to 
them, Acts 17,23) derisively pronounced Chris- 
tianity a religion for the unfortunates. Such 
proud men unwittingly accorded high praise to 
the Gospel, and in some measure furnish a rea- 
sonable proof for its divine origin, For a reli- 
gion which can give no comfort in the day 
of sorrow cannot be of God. But a religion 
which has a word of comfort in every need 
must be of God, who alone can give a remedy 
for every heartache. And there is not a sor- 
row in this wide world but that the Bible has 
a word peculiarly adapted to give consolation 
to it. 

(To be Continued) 
—P. H. B. 


ACCEPTANCE OF THE ST. LOUIS 
UNION ARTICLES OF 1938 MUST 
BE RESCINDED 
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© A God-Pleasing Union 


“Now the God of all patience and conso- 
lation grant you to be likeminded one toward 
another according to Christ Jesus: that ye 
may with one mind and one mouth glorify 
God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ.”—-Rom. 15, 5, 6. 


Much has been written in our Lutheran 
Church concerning Paul Gerhardt and_ his 
forceful doctrinal hymns. Much has been said 
about the severe trials which God permitted 
to come upon this devout Christian during 
his faithful ministry here upon earth. What 
is perhaps not so well known about this 
staunch defender of orthodoxy is the facet 
that when he lay upon his deathbed his chief 
coneern was for his son, his only remaining 
child, that he might avoid the pitfalls of 
unionism. In his Jast will be admonished this 
his child, Paul Friedrich, concerning union- 
ists: “They seek temporal things and are true 
neither to God nor to men.” (Meusel’s Kirchl. 
Handlex., Vol. II, p. 743.) 


Tf ever this warning advice was in place, 
it is in place today. Now that there is every- 
where about us a mad scramble for union. 
While it is true that we must fellowship those 
who are of the same mind with us, vet we 
must first of all be certain that we “all speak 
the same thing.’’-—I Cor. I, 10. 


We are to be “Jikeminded,” that is, to say. 
we can and should be based upon the Biblical 


foundation, which is the God-given unifying 
organ of Christendom (not merely its “funda- 
mental” doctrines), and be so united. in a 
Spiritwrought faith, that we think one and the 
same thing together with others in matters of 
Christian conviction. Since our thoughts are 
expressed in words, these too, are to be such 
(especially in our express confessional state- 
ments) as to show that we are clearly agreed. 
Vague expressions—terms that can be inter- 
preted in different, contradictory ways—must- 
be avoided. Misunderstandings and disagyree- 
ments creep in when the same terminology is 
employed but when at the same time not 
the same thing is meant. “Likeminded” means 
agreement not only in words, but also in the 
interpretation and understanding of those 
words. This understanding must be so com- 
plete that in the eyes of our God it is as if 
“one mind and one mouth” were speaking te 


Him. 


This “likemindedness” must, however, not 
be judged according to mere human stand- 
ards. Mere human standards demand that we 
have blind confidence in men, that we com- 
promise, that we overlook “small doctrinal 
errors,” that a majority is to be the deciding 
factor also in doctrinal matters. But these 
are merely human standards to which you and 
I are inclined by nature but from which we 
must be purged by the word of truth. 


Christ’s standard for achieving a God-pleas- 
ing union is quite different. 
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Instead of urg~ - 


~*~ 
ate 


ing false confidence in men here, He tells us 
that by nature all men are sinful, not worthy 
of any trust, and insists on the placing of 
our whole confidence and full trust in God 
and His Holy Word. All other confidence 
here is misplaced; it is a building upon 
quicksand. We are admonished: “Trust in 
the Lord with all thine heart; and lean not 
unto thine own understanding.” Prov. 3, 5. Or 
again: “Cursed be the man that trusteth in 
man, and maketh flesh his arm, and whose 
heart departeth from the Lord.” Furthermore, 
Christ’s standard does not tolerate compro- 
mise. The Christian religion is a religion of 
totalities: It emphasizes the total depravity 
of man; it assures us complete pardon for all 
sins; we have in Christ an all-sufficient Sav- 
ior; it demands full acceptance of all teach- 
ings of Holy Writ; it demands that all inter- 
pretations (no matter by whom they are 
made) be wholly in agreement with the Bible 
itself and not only in harmony with the state- 
ment of other men; it insists on a total sub- 
jugation of our own will to every truth in 
Scripture. The Bible is not merely the first 
truth, the first form of faith and life, leaving 
to “scientific” processes its further develop- 
ment. No, it is the first and last truth. It con- 
tains all the counsels of God unto salvation. 
The inventions of man, so far as the way of 
salvation is concerned, have no significance 
whatsoever in the sight of God. Rey. 22, 18, 
19. 

Our Lord never condoned overlooking “min- 
or doctrinal errors.” He tells us that not 
an iota of Scripture dare be tampered with. 
Irrespective of persons, He condemned all er- 
rors. When He was counselled by the Apostle 
Peter, in a well-meant but mistaken devotion 
and zeal, to spare Himself, He said: “Get 
thee behind me, Satan! Mt. 16, 28. When His 
mother assumed the right to advise the Son of 
God at the wedding of Cana, He refrained 
from using the endearing term “mother” and 
spoke the kindly reproving word: “Woman, 
what have I to do with thee? mine hour is 
not yet come.” John 2, 4. Errors that are 
directed against God and His Word must be 
denounced, no matter how trivial they may 
appear, whether men like it or not. We dare 
not be pleasers of men, nor fear conflict. 

Thus Christ shows us that when the Word 
of God is assailed, it is an entirely different 
thing from what it is when our own persons 
are attacked. In the latter case we are ad- 
monished: ‘Now therefore there is utterly a 
fault among you, because ye go to law one 
with another. Why do ye not rather take 
wrong? Why do ye not rather suffer your- 
selves to be defrauded?” [ Cor. 6, 7. Parti- 


cularly when our persons are atacked because 
of our adherence to God’s Word and Christ’s 
cause we must gladly and willingly bear suf- 
fering. I Pet. 2, 19, 20. We may not be ob- 
liged and privileged to die for our Savior, 
but we are to live for Him. Many of us have 
had the honor of being called ‘arrogant,’ 
“odorous,” “stiff-necked,” “heresy-hunters,” 
“separatists,” ‘“schismatics” ete. for Christ’s 
sake. But when God and God’s Word are 
assailed, we are confronted by a wholly dif- 
ferent situation. A God-pleasing union must 
insist on “‘like-mindedness.” 

For a long time such “likemindedness’ has 
existed within our beloved Synodical Confer- 
ence. Due to the acceptance of the 1988 un- 
ion articles, there are strong indications that 
the visible line of cleavage between orthodoxy 
and heterodoxy as between us and others 
might soon change if we are not on our 
guard. There is a definite likemindedness on 
the part of those who will not accept the De- 
elaration of the A. L. C. and other matters 
contained in the 1938 articles of agreement, 
On the other hand, there are to all appear- 
ances other trends of mind (divergent from 
one another again) among those who seem 
willing to accept the Declaration and all that 
goes with it. It is now up to the individual 
conscience, bound by the unchangeable Word 
of God, to judge in which case union would 
continue to exist according to the mind of 
Christ, and in which case its continuance and 
augmentation would be according to mere hu- 
man standards. 

The purpose of any contemplated true un- 
ion must be that we “with one mind and one 
mouth glorify God, even the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ.’ Co-operative work in 
foreign mission fields, in institutional work, 
the removing of schismatic offense from the 
eyes of the world, uniting all who go by the 
name Lutheran, must remain by-products in 
our union endeavors. “That they may be 
one even as we are one” (John 17, 22) must 
always be our prime motive in all our union 
work in the Church of God. 

Anyone can readily see that a chureh un- 
ion in which all errors are denounced, where 
no compromise is allowed, where everyone is 
willing to suffer slander and ridicule for the 
truth’s sake,—that such a God-pleasing union 
can only be brought about by the merciful 
hand of our God. 

May the God of all patience and consola- 
tion grant all of us to be likeminded one to- 
ward another according to Christ Jesus, that 
we may with one mind and one mouth glorify 
our heavenly Father. 


A, E. B. 
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A CHURCH’S PUBLIC DOCTRINE 


We Missourians cannot consider it im- 
proper when our body is judged by its preach- 
es, and indeed according to its individual 
preachers, Our body is, for instance, rightly 
judged in accordance with what is preached 
by our pastors in San Francisco, or in New 
Orleans, or in New York, or in Chicago. It 
is not necessary for any one to hear all of 
our pastors, in order to be able to say what 
our Synod teaches. No. An _ ceclesjastica! 
body must permit itself to be judged by every- 
one of its public teachers. And we, as a Sv- 
Nod, assume a guarantee, so to say, for every 
Preacher we, therefore, also first cxamine 
preachers carefully, before permitting them to 
‘sume office, We recommend them to our 
Songrepations for a call only then when we 
ave examined them as to whether they are 
able to teach the true doctrine in all things. 

nd if'a preacher becomes defective, then we 
48 ahody discipline such a preacher. We then 
tither set him right again, in which case he 
Temains with us; or we on the other hand do 
bot succeed in setting him right, in which 
tase he ig excluded. 


Even s0 onr body is also judged according 
‘o what, for instance, its theological profes- 
‘ors publicly teach, and especially also by 
‘hat they write. The position of our Synod 
Ss for example rightly judged by what is pub- 
lished in the Lutheran Witness and in the 
Concordia Theological Monthly.* No member 
of Synod can say: What does it concern me 
Vhat the Concordia Theological Monthly says 
%t what is written in the Lutheran Witness. 
{some one ig of the opinion that what has 
cen stated in these publications is not right, 
nen he has the sacred duty to announce 
himself, This alone is in keeping with the 
idea of the Christian Church, For God, pre- 
cisely, does not want it to be the case that 
me teaches this, another one that, within an 
teclesiastical body; on the contrary, all should 
*gtee in all doctrines. ‘I'o this end He has 
Wen us a Scripture which is clear in all 
things. “Be perfectly joined together in the 
‘ame mind and in the same judgment.”** 

And as we permit ourselves to be judged, 
U8 we again judge others, If in a church- 
ody three fourths of its preachers taught 
"ightly, one fourth however, would teach false 
“setrine, and this one fourth were perniitted 
thus to go on, then this one fourth would de- 
Prive the entire body of its orthodox char- 
*tler—Dr, F, Pieper, Lectures on the Evan- 


‘ , 

want, Piener han said “Lutheraner’? and “Lehre und 

“a We substituted the present English equivalents. 
Teor 1, 10, 
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gelical Lutheran Church, II, p. 94. (1891.)*** 
P. H. B. 


© A Simple Definition of Unionism 


“Unionism is not any single false doctrine, 
but a false principle; a false tendency in many 
different lines of church work and teaching.” 


“Unionism is fellowship between churches 
without corresponding harmony and unity of 
confession and faith. It is toleration of false 
doctrine, mutual recognition as brethren of 
the faith by those who push aside and ignore 
differences in doctrine. This mutual recogni- 
tion as brethren of the faith is then given ex- 
pression when members of different confes- 
sions band themselves together in one congre- 
gation, unite in church federations, or at least 
practice pulpit, altar, or prayer-fellowship, 
and undertake united efforts in church work, 
The essential thing in unionism is that differ- 
ences in doctrine are minimized and ignored 
and as a matter of principle the sharp dis- 
tinction between truth and error is removed,” 


“Yt is a deadly poison in which true Chris- 
tian life cannot grow and flourish, for the 
simple reason that it does not have access at 
all times to the refreshing waters of life, since, 
as a matter of course, unionism must turn off 
more or less of this healing stream of God's 
grace in the interest of church union.” 

Dr. F. Pfotenhauer, (Cp, Proceedings, 
Southern Nebraska District, 1936, p. 17.) 

P. H. B. 


© What Js Church-Fellowship? 


1. Prayer-fellowship. 


One of the barriers to union between the 
Missouri Synod and the A. L. C. which cen- 
ters about the caption of our article con- 
cers the matter of prayer-fellowship. With 
respect to the relation between prayer-fellow- 
ship and church-fellowship, one of the lead- 
ers of the A. L. C. states, in one of the most 
reeent official publications of this ehureh: 
“There remains only the question whether 
occasiona] private prayer-fellowship with 
Lutherans, with whom one is not in church- 


satSimilarly, Dr. Th, 


irrebner in 1918: ‘In the Mis- 
souri 


Synod the general body holds cach district ang 
holds itself responsible for any error in doctrine or 
breach of Juutheran practice comunitted by any pastor, 
professor, teacher, ar layman in syved, and each dis- 
trict holds all others responsible in the same manner, 
All this in obedience to Matt.. 28, 20; Rom. 16, 17; "fit. 
3, 10; Matt, 7, 124 Jesus Christ wants no errorists In 
His Church, ana does not want Christinns to fellowship 
with them.'’ The Merger: An Anatysis. ( foreng Coa- 
nizance of Overtures to the Un-Merged.) C, P, H. 1945. 
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fellowship, or with members of other churches, 
is to be labeled Unionism., If prayer-fellow- 
ship is as exclusive as church-fellowship, this 
is, of course, the case. But are they really 
identical? Vor me it is impossible to assume 
that they are unless more pertinent Scripture 
proof is adduced than has been done in the 
past. (“In the Interest of Lutheran Unity” 
by M. Reu, L. B. C. 1940. p. 38.) 


It is fair to assume from this statements’ that 
since the A. L. C. does not consider prayer- 
fellowship to be as narrow as church-fellow- 
ship, they wish to reserve for themselves the 
privilege of holding that occasional private 
prayer with professed Christians of another 
faith, is not chureh-fellowship and therefore 
not Unionism, The passages which we have 
used to show that prayver-fellowship is church- 
fellowship, are unacceptable to them as proofs 
for this contention. It is therefore in place 
that this part of our Confessional position be 
examined to see if we have indeed been guilty 
(as charged) of misinterpreting and misapply- 
ing Bible passages. 


The passage which has been used most fre- 
quently by us in this connection and whieh, in 
turn, on the part of the opponents, has been 
placed most frequently under fire, is Romans 
16, 17. It is difficult to understand why this 
passage should be unacceptable as a proof 
text to show that we should avoid promiscu- 
ous prayer (whether public or private). This 
passage clearly commands us to avoid joint 
worship with those who hold doctrines which 


diverge from the prophetic and apostolie 
writings. This passage does not in any way 


restrict itself to publie worship, but includes 
all forms of worship (whether public or pri- 
vate). And prayer certainly is an act of wor- 
ship as our own synodical Catechism clearly 
states. Indeed, that every conceivable form 
of Unionism is not mentioned by name, but 
that our passage is so broad that it includes 
them all—in this we see the great wisdom of 
God, If God meant to restrict Rom. 16, 17 
to public worship, He would have snid so. 
Had He meant to exclude prayer-fellowship, 
whether public or private, He would have 
made this clear by saying so. He simply and 
clearly says: ‘Mark them which cause di- 
visions and offences contrary to the doctrine 
which we have learned; and avoid them.” 
Those who will read into this passage the 
meaning that we are to avoid such, in public 
worship, only, are placing something into it, 
which does not appear in the text. Incident- 
ally those who are contending that Rom. 16, 
18. is to be viewed as restricting and limiting 
the meaning of verse I7 are also guilty of 
false exegesis; for verse 18 clearly does not 


limit verse 17, but simply tells us what those 
are who cause divisions and offences con- 
trary to the doctrines which we have learned. 
If it seems too much for us to call all thase 
belly-worshippers who cause offences contrary 
to the doctrine of Holy Scripture in any point, 
then let us remember that it is God who says 


so—God who is concerned that no— smail 
leaven shall enter among us to leaven the 


whole lump. This passage, Rom. 16, 17, in 
spite of all attempts to minimize, weaken, or 
invalidate its full meaning still stands as the 
clear yoice of God forbidding joint worship 
or church work of any kind with those who 
hold to doctrines different from those dcliver- 
ed unto us by God Himself in the prophetic 
and apostolic Seriptures. Every attempt to 
weaken this or similar passages or to narrow 
their intended scope, can only result in laxity 
and liberalism which will be regulated by the 
whims, fancies and moods of men. It-is not 
for us to say what is required by way of 
loyalty to the truth, but that is for God to say, 
whose Word it is. If the restrictions He has 
made in the matter of church-fellowship seem 
to be too stringent, then we should at once 
bring the Old Adam into subjection and re- 
member that God knows best how His name 
is to be hallowed. 


The stock argument of the unionist who 


defends prayer-fellowship with those of 
another faith, is that since we admit that 


there are Christians also in other communions 
where the Gospel is still taught, therefore we 
should also be ready to recognize them as 
such at least by praying together with them 
privately. This argument is manifestly based 
upon a fallacy. God alone can look into the 
hearts and see who they are who are His 
children, ‘This is as true of the Roman Cath- 
olic believer in Christ as it is of our own 
church members. The only way we have of 
judging with whom we may fellowship and 
whom we may recognize as brethren, is by 
their profession of faith and their life. If the 
profession of faith and the life of the indi- 
vidual do not agree, then even in the case of 
our own members we exclude them from our 
fellowship after patient and repeated admon- 
itions have proved fruitless. In the case of 
members of other communions who profess 
that they have the same faith as we, there 
we have the right to ask that they bring their 
profession of faith and their life into agree- 
ment by leaving their heretodox affiliation 
before we fellowship with them. To refuse 
fellowship to such is the work of love, foe by 
such refusal we demonstrate most effectively 
the 


according to 


how wrong it is for them to remain in 


camp of false teachers where 
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their own profession, they do not belong (tak- 
ing here the case of those who profess to be 
one with us.) To join with him in prayer as 
a brother in faith would be to weaken him 
in his determination to follow God’s Word 
which demands separation from false teach- 
ers. By refusing such fellowship we are not 
saying that he is not before God a believer, 
but we are saying that we cannot recognize 
him as a brother in faith, until the fruits are 
clearly in evidence. 

There have been those who have contended 
that joint prayer with Christians of other de- 
nominations is countenanced in our synodical 
Catechism in Question 222 which in explana- 
tion of the words “OUR Father” in the Lord’s 
Prayer says:—‘“All believers are in Christ 
the children of one Father and should there- 
fore pray for and with each other.” That 
this does not refer to external prayer-fellow- 
ship (whether public or private) is clearly 
shown by the fact that it is manifestly im- 
possible for us to join in outward or vocal 
prayer with “All believers in Christ.’’ The 
statement in our synodical Catechism merely 
calls attention to the fact that whenever we 
pray the Lord’s Prayer, we are in_ spirit 
praying with all true believers in) Christ 
wherever they may be. If this were not the 
sense then it would be utterly foolish for us 
to pray “Our Father ’ when we pray the 
Lord’s prayer alone, but then we should have 
to say simply, “My Father 2’ When we 
pray this prayer in outward communion with 
cach other, then God’s Word clearly shows us 
that we are to pray it only with those whom 
We, publicly as well as privately, can reeog- 
nize as brethern in the faith. Our Concordia 
Cyclopedia states on page 600. “There is 
one rule which permits the Christian 
conscience to be sure of divine approval; join 
in prayer and worship only with those who 
are united with us by a common faith and pro- 
fession.” At its last meeting, the Synodical 
Conference clearly showed that it considered 
prayer-fellowship to be church-fellowship. 

2, Cooperative Endeavor in Church Work 

Among the barriers to Union between the 
Missouri Synod and the A. L. C. must be not- 
cd not only the erroncous views of the latter 
as to what is necessary for church-fellowship, 
but also their erroneous view as to what con- 
stitutes chureh-fellowship. The view which 
the A. L. C officially holds on this matter is 
strikingly illustrated in Resolution No. 4 of 
the Sandusky Resolutions of the A. L. C. (Oct. 
1938) with reference to fellowship with the 
Synod of Missouri. “That we understand why 
the Missouri Synod is for the time being not 
yet ready to draw the logical conclusion and 


immediately establish church-fellowship with 
our church. We, however, expect that hence- 
forth by both sides the erection of opposition 
altars shall be carefully avoided and that just 
coordination of mission work shall earnestly 
be sought.” The request which is here made 
is tantamount to asking the Missouri Synod 
to change the view which it has heretofore 
held on chureh-fellowship; for the Missouri 
Synod has always regarded the coordination 
of Mission activities as the actual practice of 
chureh-fellowship. In effect this resolution 
states that A. L. C. understands why we can- 
not immediately establish church-fellowship 
with them and yet they ask us to do that 
which by us has always been considered the 
actual practice of church-fellowship. 


To further illustrate the erroneous attitude 
within the A. L. C. on this phase of church- 
fellowship and to bring into evidence a state- 
ment of our attitude towards the same, we 
quote an instance which is so closely analog- 
ous to the present case as one would ever 
hope to find. In the Lutheran Standard of 
August 21, 1926 it was reported that at the 
Northwestern District of the former Ohio 
Synod, expressions were made which favored 
the move at that time to take part with a 
joint Home Mission Committee of the U. L. 
C., Augustana Synod, and the Norwegian Lu- 
theran Church, the purpose of the Council be- 
ing: “To coordinate the mission activities in 
such a way that existing opposition work be 
eliminated as much as possible and avoided 
altogether in the founding of new work,” 
(Words practically identically with what the 
Sandusky Resolution No. 4. asks us to do.) 
Now to this stated purpose of the foremen- 
tioned Council, Dr. Theo, Gracbner in_ his 
“Problem of Lutheran Union” page. 103, 
writes: “Now we of the Missouri Synod would 
look upon such cooperation as not so much an 
indication as actual demonstration and prac- 
tice of church-fellowship.” The continuation of 
the previously mentioned report reads: “As 
to other joint endeavors, the position was 
taken that every thing which must be inter- 
preted as pulpit and altar-fellowship should 
be avoided.” Here Dr. Graebner states: “Tt 
is clear that we have not the same definition 
of fellowship.” Yes, it is clear that we did 
not have the same definition then, and it is 
clear that we do not have the same definition 
of church-fellowship now. 

To ilustrate how the A. L. C. carries this 
erroneous attitude into actual practice, we 
need only refer to their membership in the 
National Lutheran Counci] where they are 
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joined, for instance, with the U. L. C. in co- 
operative church work, but at the same time 
‘officially disavow pulpit and altar-fellowship 
with the same. This is not considered union- 
ism by them but it is so considered by us, 
and therefore it was truly stated in our C. T. 
M. that our aloofness from the National Lu- 
theran Council is due “to the desire to be 
found faithful to the Word of our Great 
God.” Vol. IX page 386. Our Concordia 
Cyclopedia has well stated: ‘Religious Un- 
jonism consists in joint worship and work of 
those not united in doctrine.” 


When Satan tries to draw the doctrinally 
disagreed together in Joint endeavor, he is us- 
ing the psychological approach to doctrinal in- 
difference. The result will be that as the 
bodies which are doctrinally disagreed, find 
that their cooperative endeavors are product- 
ive of friendship, mutual respect and good 
feelings of comradery, It will not be long 
before they begin lightly to gloss over the 
doctrinal differences that exist, and for the 
sake of working together under a common 
flag, are ready to make one concession after 
the other. In such eases it is the truth that 
always loses out and this is exactly what Sa- 
tan started out to accomplish. Joint endeav- 
ors with those with whom we are not in full 
doctrinal agreement may seem ever so in- 
nocent and insignificant in the beginning yet 
danger is lurking at every turn. That there 
is danger in seemingly small beginnings is so 
strikingly brought out in the case of Cain 
to whom God said in warning: ‘Sin lieth at 


the door.” 
C. M. G. 


© Why? 


1. Why is the Question whether or not the 
assumption of errors in the Bible is divisive 
of church-fellowship so important? 

2, Why must the idea of a dissimilar con- 
duct of natural man over against the grace 
of God be rejected as a false doctrine? 

3. Why is the “psychological mystery” 
destructive error? 

4. Why must the old difference regarding 
objective and subjective justification not be 


a 


overlooked ? 

5. Why is the difference regarding the 
Church not merely a difference in termino!- 
ogy but really a difference in doctrine? 


6. Why is the difference regarding the doc- 
trine of the Ministry still unsettled? 
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7. Why is the declaration on the part of 
the A. L. C. that the Lutheran doctrine of 
Sunday is among them “doctrina publica’? un- 
satisfactory? 

8. Why is it wrong to term the Lutheran 
doctrine of the Anti-Christ an “historica! 
judgment”. 

9. Why can the expectation of a future. 
more literal, fulfilment of II Thess. 2, 1, con- 
version of all Jews, and a physical resurrec- 
tion of the martyrs before the last day not 
be considered as non-divisive differences un- 
der the present circumstances? 


BECAUSE— 


1. Because by ignoring this difference be- 
tween the A. L. C. and the Synodical Con- 
ference we would be opening the door to 


Modernism in our midst. 


Beeause it is a human invention which 


9 
answers in an underhand way the question 
“cur alii prae aliis?”, which Scripture does 


not answer. 

3. Because it perverts the Scriptural doc- 
trine of original sin by denying that man is 
by nature inclined to all that is evil and con- 
trary to God’s Will, scil., that he is inclined 
to wilful resistance. 

4. Because it concerns the very 
the Gospel. For without objective 
tion, subjective justification would no longer 
be by grace alone. 

5. Because at the bottom of the divergent 
terminology there are two different concep- 
tions of the Church itself, the genuinely Lu- 
theran conception, and that of certain Neo- 


heart of 
justifica- 


Lutherans. 

G. Because one side holds that the keys are 
given to all Christians as such, hence to every 
congregation of Christians, while the other 
side has always insisted that they are given 
only to “the Church in its totality”, that is, to 
congregations in conjunction with their clergy. 

7. Because they have always declared, and 
never withdrawn the principle, that in their 
midst the error of J. Gerhard and others has 
equal right with what they now term their 
“dotrina publica.” 

8. Because according to the Scriptures the 
agreement between fulfilment and prophecy is 
valid Scriptural proof (Acts 9, 22; 18, 28); 
in fact, the only possible proof. 

9. Because the Iowan wing of the A. L. C. 
(though rejecting all coarser forms of chil- 
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iasm) has always defended a more subtle 
chiliasm, of which these three freak ideas 
are essential features, and because to this day 
they make toleration of these errors a con- 
dition of church-fellowship. 


J. Bz 


© The Question Concerning the 
Antichrist 


Is It An “Open Question’? 


Thus the Declaration of the American 
Lutheran Church refers to the matter of Anti- 
christ’s identity in the first sentence of its 
sixth section. It states: 


“When considering the question concern- 
ing the Antichrist, the future conversation 
of Israel, the resurrection of the martyrs, 
and the millennial reign of Christ,” ete. 


Tt puts the Antichrist (i. e., the identity of An- 
tichrist) into one category with the future 
conversion of Israel, the resurrection of the 
martyrs, and the millennial reign of Christ. 


Since the A. L. C. does not confess, but 
rather grants toleration to, the “doctrines” 
concerning a future conversion of Israel, a 
resurrecion of the martyrs before the Last 
Day, and a millennial reign of Christ, the A. 
L. C. obviously regards those “doctrines” as 
open questions, that is, as matters which a 
church can neither affirm nor deny. And 
since the A. L. C. puts the Antichrist on a 
level with the aforesaid matters, it apparent- 
ly regards also the “question” concerning An- 
tichrist, that is, the identity of Antichrist, 
as an open question, ‘That was the position 
of the Iowa Synod which is now merged with 
other synods in the A. L. CGC. For the lowa 
Synod stated: 


“Tt does not satisfy the Missouri Synod 
that one recognizes in the papacy a part 
of the kingdom of the Antichrist, as the 
Apology to the Augsbury Confession says, 
and in the Pope a forerunner of the last 
and real Antichrist who, according to 
Scripture, is to have and to exercise his 
terrible power only a short time... . Our 
Synod. ... wants to leave open the question 
whether the last and complete fulfilment 
of what Scripture fortells of the Antichrist 
is still to be expected or not. Those who 
have gained from Scripture the conviction 
that the final fulfilment of these prophec- 
ies is still to be expected in the future, 
should have the same right in the Church 
those who believe themselves to have 
the conviction that everything is’ already 


as 
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fulfilled in the Roman Papacy.” (Kirch- 
liche Zeitschrift, 1904, p. 23, as quoted in 
Lehre und Wehre, L, 489-490.) 


The Declaration (VI, B, 1) takes up the 
“Question” concerning the identity of Anti- 
christ again and in detail. It states: 


“In regard to the Antichrist we accept 
ths historical judgment of Luther in thé 
Smaleald Articles (Part II, Art. [V:10) that 
the Pope is the very Antichrist (German: 
‘der rechte Endechrist oder Widerchrist’), 
because among all the antichristian mani- 
festations in the history of the world and 
the Church that lic behind us in the past 
there is none that fits the description given 
in II Thess. 2, better than the Papacy, par- 
ticularly since the denial of the fundament- 
al article of the Scripture on the part of 
the Papacy, viz., the justification of the 
sinner by grace alone, for Christ’s sake 
alone, by faith alone, constitutes the worst 
perversion imaginable of the very essence 
of Christianity and inevitably carries with 
it the dissolution of every God-pleasing 
moral world-order. 


“The answer to the question whether in 
the future that is still before us, prior to 
the return of Christ, a special unfolding 
and personal concentration of the anti- 
christian power already present now: and 
thus a still more comprehensive fulfilment 
of II Thess. 2 may occur, we leave to the 
Lord and Ruler of the Church and world 
history.” (Proceedings, 1938, p. 225) 


In these two paragraphs the A. L. C. does 
not reject the old view of the Iowa Synod, 
but rather affirms it. The AJL. C. does not 
regard “the historical judgment of Luther” 
as Christian doctrine.* This is clear from the 
reason for which the A. L. C. accepts that 
judgment or opinion, and from the second of 
the aforesaid paragraphs. But that the Roman 
Papacy is the Antichrist, is Christian doctrine, 
and not merely the judgment or opinion of 
Luther. Of course, one could call this parti- 
ewar doctrine an opinion of Luther, without 
denying thereby that it is doctrine; even ‘as 
in Christ’s day one could have called the doc- 
trine that Jesus is the Christ an opinion of 
Peter. For Jesus certainly asked for an opin- 
ion when He said, “Whom say ye that I 
am?” However we are by no means satisfied 
that the A. L. C. considers Luther’s opinion 
of the Papacy to be Christian doctrine. We 
would have been satisifed with the official 
position of the A. L. C. if it had omitted the 

*This is important to remember when considering the 
‘““attitude”’ of the A. L. C. Declaration toward the Brief 


Statement of the Missouri Synod’s Doctrinal Position. 
Cp. Genreal Proceedings, 1938, p.225f—P. H. B. 
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second of the aforesaid paragraphs, and had 
said in the first paragraph (at least, in 
effect): “In regard to the Antichrist we ac- 
cept the historical judgment of Luther in 
the Smaleald Articles (Part II, Art. IV:10) 
that the Pope is the very Antichrist (German: 
‘der reehte Endechrist oder Widerchrist’), as 
correct, because the Papacy fits perfectly 
the description given in II Thess. 2; and we 
reject every other judgment as to the ident- 
ity of Antichrist.” But this the A. L. C. does 
not say. It accepts Luther’s opinion for 
another reason, namely, because the Papacy 
fits the description given in II Thess. 2 bet- 
ter than any other antichristian manifestation 
of the past. There have been many such 
manifestations (“many antichrists,’ I John 
2, 18) including the Papacy. All of them fit 
the description given in IT Thess. 2 more 
or less. The Papacy, however, fits that des- 
cription better than the other do, and for 
this reason the A. L. C. accepts Luther’s 
opinion. To her, Luther’s opinion is just 
that, and not Christian doctrine. To her the 
Papacy is not necessarily the Antichrist, but 
only the worst of the many antichrists who 
have arisen hitherto, 


According to the Declaration’s second yar- 
agraph on Antichrist his identity is an open 
question. The Papacy may or may not be the 
Antichrist according to the A. L, C. The re- 
presentatives of that church fee] that “a spec- 
ial unfolding and personal concentration of 
the antichristian power already present now 
and thus a still more comprehensive ‘fulfil- 
ment of IT Thess. 2 may occur” “in the future 
that is still before us, prior to the return 
of Christ.” This special unfolding and per- 
sonal concentration of the antichristian power 
already present now is not necessarily some 
development within the Papacy, as some of 
us have thought. For, certainly, “the anti- 
christian power already present now” is pre- 
sent not only in the Papacy, but in all pre- 
sent “antichristian manifestations.” Yes, even 
though antichristian power were now present 
only in the Papacy, yet this would not neces- 
sarily confine “the special unfolding and per- 
sonal concentration” of that power to some 
development in the Papacy. Besides, the A. 
L. C. has no need of “supplementing” our 
Brief Statement to thé effect that new devel- 
opments may sti]l oceur in the Papacy, since 
that possibility has never been denied by our 
synod. The purpose of Section VI, B, 1 of 
the Declaration is rather to make the identity 
of Antichrist an open question, and thus to 


remove from the doctrinal basis for fellowship 
the validity of the following utterances of our 
Brief Statement: 


“As to Antichrist we teach that thi, 
prophecies of the Holy Seripture concern 
ing the Antichrist, II Thess. 2, 8-12; ; 
John 2, 18, have been fulfilled in the Pop+t 
of Rome and his dominion. All the features 
of the Antichrist as drawn in these proph: 
ecies. . . aye the outstanding charac- 
teristics of the Papacy ( No 48) ..... Not 
to be ineluded in the number of open 
questions are the following: the doctrine of 
the Church and the Ministry, of Sunday, 
of Chiliasm, and of ‘Antichrist, these doc-— 
trincs being clearly defined in Scriptures’” 
(No. 44, Our emphasis.) 


But why make so much ado about the Anti- 
ehrist? After all, his identification is ordin- 
arily non-fundamental to saving faith, inas- 
much as many believers have been saved with- 
out identifving the Antichrist. Answer: as a 
rule the doctrine concerning the Antichrist is 
not so prominent among us. Its unusual pro- 
minence is occasioned by the fact that our 
synod, in a measure, sanctioned the Declara- 
tion on this point by stating that a difference 
of opinion here need not be divisive.of church- 
fellowship. 


The Unmistakable Marks of the Antichrist 

St. Paul speaks of Antichrist as “that man 
of sin” and “the son of perdition’ ’in IY Thess. 
2, 8. At first @lance one might think that 
the Apostle is speaking of an individual. How- 
ever, Scripture sometimes speaks also of a 
number of persons as if they were an individ- 
ual, when what is true of ajl is true of each 
of them.** Morever, the term “antichrist,” 
like the term “Christ,” is not a personal 
name, but rather the name of an office.*** 


What are the marks of Antichrist? They 
are al] given in IT Thess. 2, 4. Here St. Paul 
describes Antichrist as him ‘“‘who opposeth 
and exalteth himself above all that 
is called God, or that is worshipped; 
so that he as God sitteth in the temple of God, 
showing himself that he is God.” In other 
words, Antichrist opposes al] that is ealled 
God or that is worshipped, and even exalts 
himself above it, thus acting as if he were 
God Himeslf. Especially by this mark is he 
to be recognized. Other marks are secondary, 
and serve chiefly to guard us against mistaken 
identifications. Among these are the fact that 
he is connected with a great apostasy and 
the fact that he sits in the temple of God. 

“All that is called God” is not God Himself; 
for the Apostle would hardly speak thus of 

**See Gen. 49 where Jacoh foretells the future of each 


of his twelve sons, that is, of them and their descend- 
ants, though Tacob does not mention the latter, 


*xeCf, 1 Tohn 2, 18 where the term. ‘antichrist!’ is 
applied in a secondary sense to many individuals . 
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God. “All that is called God” does not even 
include God, because He is not to be placed 
on a level with others who are merely called 
gods. “All that is called god” is not and 
does not include idols or false gods, since it 
would be no sin to oppose and to exalt one- 
self above them; but the apostle describes a 
sin here. “All that is called God” is all those 
who are approvingly called gods in Scripture. 
Scripture calls certain human beings gods, 
not because they are treated as idols, but 
because they perform divine functions by di- 
vine right. In short, Scripture calls those 


gods, who, in accordance with God’s com- 
mand, act in His stead. Who are they? Jesus 
says, “He (God) called them gods, unto 


whom the word of God came,” John 10, 35. 
These were the prophets and apostles who 
spoke and wrote by divine inspiration and 
thus in God’s stead. Because they spoke 
(and still speak in Seripture) for God, they 
are called gods. Furthermore, Scripture calls 
civil rulers gods. For instance, Moses says, 
“Thou shalt not revile the gods, nor curse 
the ruler of thy people,” Ex, 22, 28. Civil 
rulers act in God‘s stead when, for instance, 
they take vengeance on evil-doers (Rom. 13, 
4), which is a divine right (Rom. 12, 19). Be- 
cause they act in God’s stead, civil rulers are 
called gods. So then “all that is called god” 
is: all the Scriptural writers who, under Ged: 
rule in the religious sphere and civil pilees 
who, under God, rule in the political sphere. 
When Paul adds, “or that is worshipped,’ to 
describe further ‘all that is called god,” he 
does not refer to divine worship, But to such 
worship or high honors is due to God’s fune- 
tionaries.**** 


Accordingly, Antichrist exalts himself above 
the aposles and prophets (God’s Word) and 
above all civil rulers. In other words, he 
claims supremacy in both the religious and 
political worlds. He pretends to be Master of 
the Biblical writers and King of kings. In 
short, Antichrist claims to be equal with 
Christ Himself (Matt, 23, 8; Rev. 17, 14). 
He is the pretended vicar or substitute of 
Christ, who is the real ruler of the church of 
the world. At the same time Antichrist op- 
poses God’s Word and civil rulers. He is 
connected with a falling away or apostasy 
from the Christian faith. 


Despite his pretended supremacy over and 
his opposition to civil rulers, Antichrist is not 
himself a civil ruler, a political dictator. No, 
he sits in the temple of God. That is, he 
rules over believers who are the temple of 


vrereCr, Luke 1t. 10. which shows how the translators 
sometimes used the word ‘‘worship.” 


God (II Cor. 6, 16).***** In other words, 
Antichrist is a religious leader,a chureh-ruler, 
The fact that such a person can rule over be- 
lievers is explained by his deceptiveness (II 
Thess. 2, 10). 


One must then look in the visible Church 
for Antichrist. One must look for some lead- 
er in the Church, who claims supremacy in 
the religious sphere and in the political 
sphere. ‘One need not look far. Anyone who 
is acquainted with the acts and utterances of 
the Roman Papacy must admit that every 
pope has been a chureh-ruler and has claim- 
ed to be the vicar of Christ on earth, the 
chief of the apostles and prophets, and the 
head of civil rulers. Besides, the Papacy is 
intimately associated with apostasy—the 
apostasy—from the Christian religion; for the 
Papacy denies and even curses the central 
doctrine of the Gospel, that a man is justified 
before God only through faith in Christ. As 
for the “lying wonders” of Antichrist (IT 
Thess. 2, 9) it is sufficient to refer to the Ro- 
man mass in which, according to papal doc- 
trine, bread and wine are changed into 
Christ’s body and blood and_ sacrificed re- 
peatedly by priests for actual sins. 


Knowing all this, how can anyone. still 
doubt that the Roman Papacy is the Anti- 
christ of the ages? How can this matter still 
be an open question? 

In its Union Article of 1938 our Synod has, 
in a measure, sanctfoned the idea that the 
identity of Antichrist is an open question. 
Also for this reason those articles should be 
rescinded. Even though no church-fellowship 
is ever established on the basis of them, God 
alone knows what else is being done and will 
be done on that basis, and into what unneces- 
sary difficultuies it will bring us, so long as 
it stands. At best it makes us reeds shaken 
in the wind, so far as the doctrine concerning 
the Antichrist and some other doctrines are 
concerned. May God give us grace to see 


these things! 


D. L. Pfeiffer. 


© “What Of It?” 


This is what certain hecklers said during a 
A speaker was expressing this 


conference, 
holds that the Roman papacy 


idea: the A.L.C. 


may bé the Antichrist, but that the Antichrist. 


may also turn out to be some individual who 


is not a pope at all. “What of it!” said the 
We have met people who doubted 


*tettOn the special meaning of ‘sit’, 
29, 10; Dan. 7, 9 26, 


hecklers. 
see Ps. 2, 4; 


PEA 4, en 


that the papacy is the Antichrist. But this was 
more than an expression of doubt. It was an 
expression of indifference! “What of it!’ 
What difference does it make whether we hold 
that God’s clear prophecy is fulfilled or not? 
If it makes no difference now, when will it? 
Logically, never. And if never, why did God 
give us the prophecy? He could well have 
said nothing concerning Antichrist, if it makes 
no difference whether we recognize him or 
not. And yet the revelation of him is a spe- 
cifie sign of the Judgment Day! 2 Thess. 2:3. 
“What of itr’ Suppose that some one had 
said that in answer to that question in Mat- 
thew 11:4! For the principle would have 
been the same. This indifference is bad in 
Christians; it is much worse in their teachers! 
It fills with dismay. “A little leaven Jeav- 


eneth the whole lump.” 
D. L. Pfeiffer. 


@ The Question of “Personalities” 
In Religious Controversy 


Confession of truth and rejection of error 
must in a certain respect be wholly of a per- 
sonal character. 


I say, in a certain respect. 


It must, of course, remain a fact, that one 
accepts the truth not for the sake of any 
person who confesses it, but for truth’s own 
sake. It must likewise remain true that one 
rejects error for its own sake, and not for 
the sake of any person who may happen to 
proclaim such error and whom we may dis- 
like. Thus one must remain purely objective 
in this respect. 


In another respect, however, one must, on 
the other hand, be wholly personal. 


How is this? 


This happens to be the case because we do 
not encounter error in the abstract, but in 
concrete form, in connection with certain per- 
sons. Error has its apostles, and truth has 
its apostles. And so then, one can disavow 
error in this world in no other way than by 
simultaneously disavowing those who pro- 
claim error, those who teach error. And one 
can confess truth in no other way than by 
espousing, at the same time, those persons 
who proclaim the truth. 


Look at the Scriptures. 


’ When the Apostle Paul wants to keep 
Christians from fellowship with error, then 
he inculeates upon them to separate them- 


selves from such persons as proclaim error. 
For, thus he writes to the Romans: ‘Now, ! 
beseech you, brethren, mark them (i, e. cer 
tain persons) which cause divisions and of- 
fenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned.” And St. John writes: “If there 
come any unto you, and bring not this doc 
trine, receive him not into your house, neither 
bid him God speed. For he that biddeth hin 
God speed” (bids such particular persons God 
speed), “is partaker of bis evil deeds,” that 
is, of his evil cause, of error. 


A position in which one would indeed re- 
ject error but feHowsbip with disseminators 
of erroy,—such a position does not exist. Er 
ror is accepted, and it is rejected, in connec 
tion with such persons as identify themselves 
with error, So it is also with the confessivl 
of truth. Therefore the Apostle Paul not only 
admonishes Timothy: “Be not thou therefore 
ashamed of the testimeny of our Lord,’ but 
he also adds the noteworthy words: “nor of 
me, His prisoner.” Here the Apostle Paul 
demands of Timothy also that he espouse his 
Paul’s, person. He urges Timothy: If you 
want to confess the true Gospel, then you 
dare neither be ashamed of me. You dare not 
say then: Paul I do not know, Paul does 
not concern me. You must rather say: Pa 
is a true Apostle of Jesus Christ. And if you 
will not do that, then you are, in the persoa 
of the Apostle Paul, denying the true Gospel. 


Dr. F. Pieper, Lectures on the Church, 18 


90-1891, HI, p. 95-97. 
Pp. H. B. 


© For The Record 


It is reliably reported that the Springfield 
Decatur (HJ.) Conference resolved on Janu 
ary 8 to notify the President of Synod that it 
was not satisfied with the union documents 
of 1938. “We sce things countenanced there, 
the report before us states, “which Scripture 
clearly rejects.” .. . “True charity demands 
that, when a man is wrong, especially in mat 
ters referring to God and to man’s salvation, 
you should tell him so.’’ Religious Unionist. 
by Prof J. H. C. Fritz, p. 12... In the 
Lutheran Sentinel for Nov. 12, 1940, there # 
an article, titled “False Tolerance,” treating 
of charity, which is well worth reading --° 
“It means that [ am proving my friendship 
now by telling you an unpleasant truth.” W 
-D. Orcutt, in The Bachelots, p.171 . . . (‘The 
last three items were submitted by Harry Hi 
Smith, Brownsville, Texas.) ... The Janu 
ary issue of the Theologische Quartalschrift 


So 5qe 


pe 


© More On Inter-Synodical Conferences 


A brother in Northern Wisconsin writes 
ts, off the record: “Sometime in September 
{ delivered a paper on the doctrine of Elec- 
tion before the inter-synodical conference of 
the Chippewa Valley (A.L.C, and Syn. Conf.). 
The presentation was not acceptable to one of 
the pastors of the A.L.C., because it condemn- 
ed the intuitu fidei theory (election in view 
of faith), which this particular pastor declar- 
ed to be the only Seriptural and Lutheran po- 
sition. He refused, however, to write a paper 
for our next meeting, setting forth where I 
had deviated from Scripture. 


“My observation thus far,’ continues this 
brother, of whom we know that he has all 
along been very charitably inclined toward the 
A.L.C., “has been that there are sincere men 
in the A.L.C. who no longer hold to the false 
doctrines taught by their respective synods; 
others (perhaps the great majority) do not 
know what it is all about; and a few of them 
purpose of reading essays on hymnody, cleri- 
cal collars, and related subjects.” . . . A Mid- 
west correspondent, member of another synod, 
suggesting that the way of the unionist is ever 
devious, submits the following as being appli- 
cable to the situation :— 


It’s a wriggle in and a wriggle out, 

And always keeps a man in doubt 

As to whether the snake that makes the 
track 

Is aheadin’ south or coming back. 


He closes with “Yours for straight lines.” ... 
There are men who have aspired to be reck- 
oned among the fathers of their church, but 
who must in actuality be counted among its 
problem children. 


P. H. B. 


(Wisconsin Synod) contains an excellent ar- 
ticle on the Doctrine of the Antichrist that 
leaves no room for doubt; also u number of 
vital reports on the Lutheran union move- 
ment Whoever wants to keep up with 
what is going on in our Church these days 
should read the article, “The So-Called Luth- 
eran Pastor,” by Rev. N. M. Madson, in the 
Jan. 13 issue of the Lutheran Sentinel (Nor- 
wegian Synod) ... A brother in the East 
has written us: “Have you observed, in cer- 
tain parts of the country, that the same men 
who got together with the ALC and ULC a 
year ago to discuss doctrinal differences have, 
even now, progressed so that doctrine has 
heen laid aside? They are now starting little 
conferences with men of other synods for the 


are still as far removed from true Lutheran- 
ism as were their fathers and grandfathers.” 

We pass these remarks along for whatever 
they may be worth, 


P. H. B. 


The Marxist View of Christianity 


(Continued ) 
Ethics 


We believe that man is a morally respon- 
sible being even on the basis of his natural 
knowledge of God and his conscience. As 
Christians, more particularly, we root our con- 
duct in God’s Word, as revealed in the in- 
spired Scriptures. 

What does Marxism think of ethies, and 
more particularly of Christian ethics or mor- 
als? Vhere is no room for them in its phil- 
osophy of life. Uf the first Table of the De- 
ealog, that which deals with God directly, is 
particularly offensive unto Marxism, the se- 
cond, which inculates love of our fellowman, 
is like unto it. 


But we shall again let Marxism speak for 
itself. 


Lenin, in his monograph on religion, has put 
the views of Marxism regarding ethics on re- 
cord as follows :— 


“In what sense do we deny ethics, mor- 
als? 


“In the sense in which they are preach- 
ed by the bourgeosis, which deduces these 
morals from god’s commandments. Ot 
course, we say that we do not believe in 
god. We know perfectly well that the 
clergy, the landlords, and the bourgeoisie 
all claimed to speak in the name of god, 
in order to protect their own interests as 
exploiters. Or, instead of deducing their 
ethies from the commandments of morality, 
from the commandments of god, they de- 
duced them from idealistic or semi-idealis- 
tic phrases which in substance were always 
very similar to divine commandments, 


“We deny all morality taken from super- 
human or non-class conceptions. We say 
that this is a deception, a swindle, a befog- 
ging of the minds of the workers and peas- 
ants in the interests of the landlords and 
capitalists, 


“We say that our morality is | wholly 
subordinated to the interests of the class- 
struggle of the proletariat. We deduce our 
morality from the facts and needs of the 


class-struggle of the proletariat.” (Religion, 


p. 47f.) 

Aside from the fact that one must here 
again note the single track mind of Commun- 
ists and Socialists, one is disposed to ask; And 
what sort of morality could that be which you 
deduce from the class struggle of society? 
One feels the necessity to ask further: If you 
have any morality (which Marxism hasn’t), 
has it any constancy? On what authority is 
it based? Why should it be accepted at all? 


Marxism has no answer for any or all of such 
questions. It simply demands that we give 
up all that we have, and wait and see whether 
perhaps it may eventually develop something 
in place of what we are to give up, freely ad- 
mitting that that is something which it itself 


does not yet know. 
What a naive demand! 


Truly, Marxism is a negative way of life. 
It is a philosophy, an idealogy, a religion of 
fanatica] destruction. And above all, true 
religion, morality, and Jaw must go, if Mar- 
xism is to prevail. For they are to the Mar- 
xist so many bourgeois prejudices, which are 
the root of all evil in this world, and which 
cannot, therefore, be endured. 


To make clear, at Jeast to some little ex- 
tent, what all of this means practically, we 
shall quote the words of others. In their 
brochure, Socialism in the Test Tube, George 
McCready Price and Robert B. Thurber 
rightly state: 

“Socialists do not believe in any fixed 
and unchangeable standard of right and 
They believe only in social 
morality, and class morality. Social moral- 
ity has to do with a man’s conduct as it 
affects others; nothing else matters, so 
they say. What a man does by himself (or 
together with others, with their consent— 
P. H. B.) in the way of the most disgust- 
ing impurity, gluttony or bestiaility, is his 


own concern, and has no moral significan 
than the way he combs his hair when a 
hunting. They have done their best 
shake off any such feeling as “Thou Gey 
seest me’; and have little sympathy wi), 
the cry of horror from Joseph, ‘How cz 
I do this great wickedness and sin again, 
God?’ According to Socialistic teaching? 
Joseph was a fool. For all unions betwee, 
the sexes which do not result in offsprir, 
are wholly indifferent and without ar, 
mora] significance.” (p. 68.) It should bY 
added that offspring can be avoided bo 
abortion, and that abortions are as freel’ 
sought and dispensed among Marxists a 
are aspirin pills among us. “It is no more 
uncommon for a Communist Comrade o, 
the fairer sex casually to tell of her lates’ 
abortion over a cup of tea in the land of 
the soviets than it is for someone to tel, 
of his most recent illness here. 


August Bebel, outstanding Socialist of a 
past generation, says, in his book, Women 
and Socialism, which has gone through 
many editions, numbered by the thousands: 
“The gratification of the sexual impulse is 
as strictly the personal affair of the indi- 
vidual as the gratification of every other 
natural instinct.” Similarly, Belford Bax, 
author of Ethics of Socialism, says that the 
sexual act ‘does not concern morality at 
all. It is a question simply of individual 


taste.” (p. 126.)*** 


But all of this is such a big subject that 
it shall have to be discussed by itself at a 


later time, 
Pp. H. B. 


***Cp, Price and Thurber, Socialism in the Test-Tube, 
68. 
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A Momentous Convention 


It will be a most important convention of 
our Church that will be held at Ft. Wayne 
when delegates of the Missouri Synod mect 
there in June. Mistakes have been made 
during the past years that might spell disas- 
ter for our church as the church of the pure 
Word if they are not properly rectified. In 
a well meant but mistaken zeal for union with 
other Lutherans, an untenable doctrinal basis 
for future fellowship with the American 
Lutheran Church was adopted at the 19388 
convention of Synod. Official publications of 
the Missouri Synod, in a well-intended but mis- 
taken zeal to uphold those resolutions, have 
been guilty of the most flagrant misrepresent- 
ation of fact, not to mention outright appeal 
for toleration of error. “The question con- 
fronts us whether we shall have the courage 
to face such facts. We have a face to save. 
to be sure. But infinitely more important 
than that is the question: shall truth be pre- 
served unto us and our children? That is 
really the question which must be decided 
at Ft. Wayne. May God grant us grace that 
we face the issue which confronts us square- 
ly and without wavering. 

—P, H. B. 


What Are We Facing? 


In the book of Reports and Memorials for 
the forthcoming convention at Ft, Wayne we 


note with much alarm certain proposals 
which would “re-interpret” Article *VII_ of 
the Constitution of thé Missouri "“Synéd, which 
stipulates that with respect to the individual 
congregaion’s right of self-government Synod 
is but an advisory body. ‘The “interpreta- 
tion’ to which we refer, and which would 
actually make that paragraph mean that 
synod is not but an advisory body, is found 
in Memorial No.-508 (pp. 172-175), and in 
the Report of the Handbook Revision Com- 
mittee, No, 714, (pp. 228-246). 
[ 

From Memorial No, 508 we cite especially 
its proposed first resolution, which reads: 
“Resolved, hat Synod declare with finality 
that our church government is synodical in 
fact as well as in name, that its resolutions 
and decisions have binding force, ete.” (P. 
173.) That such an “establishing the true 
meaning of Article VII of Synod’s Constitu- 
tion” represents an outright effort completely 
to reverse this vital and Biblically sound ar- 
ticle of the constitution of the Missouri Synod 
is so obvious as to need no proof. 


We might add that the argument that “A 
congregation’s right of self-government does 
not include any right to beeneh on-matters of 
faith, doctrine, practice, or discipline, since 
the Word of God is the only rule and norm 
and governs a congregation in these matters” 
(which matter is completely safeguarded in 
Article II and Article VI of Synod’s 


Consti-, 


‘ 
| 
' 
( 


tution) has equal force as applied to Synod. 
We are moved to ask, therefore: Why ad- 
vance such an argument jn support of the 
proffered proposition “that Synod, with re- 
- spect to the individual congregation’s right of 
SE] f-OVEPMMEN by... noeeeene eee eetseteneemens acts in an 
advisory capacity only in connection with 
those matters that are strictly a matter of 
self-government; that is to say, such matters 
as do not include or involve faith, doctrine, 
practice, or discipline’? (P. 174) The ques- 
tion at issue is not so much one of trenching 
on doctrine and related matters as it is one 
of judging such matters. We, therefore, wish 
to say here and now, with all possible em- 
phasis, with our sainted Dr. Pieper: 


“The right of judging on questions of 
doctrine does not rest with the Church at 
large only, nor with Synods only (repre- 
senting the Church of a certain country ), 
nor with the clergy alone, but with all in- 
dividual Christians, since upon all Chris- 
tians is laid the duty of distinguishing pure 

‘teachers from deceivers, and of departing 
from error, Mt. 7,15; Rom. 16,17. To take 
away from Christians the right of judging 
on questions of doctrine, is an abominable 
outrage, and the origin of popery.” (Dis- 
tinctive Doctrines and Usages, p. 134.) 


It might be well to quote Dr. Pieper fur- 
ther, moreover, when he aptly says regarding 
the demanding of obedience pesond: the li- 
mits of God’s Word: 


“Beyond these Jimits obedience must 
neither be demanded nor rendered............ In 
regard to synods........... if they go beyond 
these limits........... by making obligatory upon 
the consciences of Christians what is a mat- 
ter of indifference, all Christians are bound 
to disregard them. There is absolutely no 
authority in the Church beyond the Word 
of God, and there is, consequently, no au- 
thority on earth that could make the least 
thing, not prescribed by Christ, obligatory 
upon a Christian’s conscience.” 


INustrating the point under discussion, Dr. 


Pieper, citing Luther, pertinently says: 


“The pope, says Luther, has the power 
of Jaying a fast upon himself, but not on 
some second person in the whole world. 
This holds true concerning all matters of 
indifference and with all persons.” 


- And finally, Dr. Pieper summarily warns 
us concerning synods that they must ‘‘care- 
fully keep within the sphere of advisory bo- 
dies. The loca] congregation is the highest 
divinely instituted tribunal] in the ‘Church, as 


is seen from Mt. 18,17.” (Loe. cit., p. 134- 
137.) 


II 


As for the report of the Handbook Revis 
ion Committee, No. 714, we call attention 
particularly to the paragraph on “Reason: 
for Suspension,” p. 240, which reads: 


“When any member of Synod, voting o;: 
advisory, is aceused of false doctrine, a lift 
which is not in harmony with demands o| 
Holy Scripture, or a deliberate refusal tc 
abide by the Constitution, By-Laws, and 
other regulations of Synod, steps shall be 
taken by the District officials to suspend 
such person or congregation from member- 
ship in Synod.” 

Unless we may assume that we are confron- 
ted by a mistake of print here, we first of all 
caj] attention to a very evident blunder of the 
committee which drew up this paragraph. The 
blunder we have in mind is this that it is pro- 
posed that when some individual] or congrega- 
tion is merely “accused” of certain things, 
steps should be taken to suspend such person 
or congregation from membership in Synod! 
Certainly, the committee in question does not 
actually mean to propose what has been cited 
here from its report! One of the very objects 
‘of Synod is —— to quote from Article I] of its 
Constitution—“‘the protection of pastors, tea- 
chers, and congregations in the performance 
of their duties and the maintenance of their 
rights.” Accordingly, when any member or 
member congregation of Synod is accused of 
one or the other things specified, steps shal] 
be taken by the respective officials to investa- 
gate the case. In case some accusation 
should be found to be false, as frequently 
happens, Synod actually has the obligation 
to protect the individual] or congregation. in 
question. It is, moreover a rule of life, even 
outside the Church, that a person is innocent 
until proved guilty. We can, therefore, not 
believe that this paragraph was meant to read 
as it does read. 


However, quite side from the blunder to 
which we have called attention, this sweeping: 
proposa] goes entirely beyond the bounds of 
what a synod can demand of men who have 
been purchased by the blood of Christ so that 
they may serve Him alone. Whether so in- 
tended or not, it is of a piece with the totali- 
tarian trend which is rampant in the world 
today. There were very good reasons why 
our founding fathers, who had profited by 
bitter totalitarian experiences even a hundred 
years ago, made the statement concerning the 
relation of Synod to its members as found .in 


Article VII a vital part of their synodical con- 
stitution. It is one of our most precious heri- 
tages. And the same reasons which prompted 
it, exist today. We dare say they exist even 
In a measure .beyond that which has been 
usual in Missouri Synod circles during the 
many years of its existence. To deprive Mis- 
sourians of Article VII of their constitution 
by a “re-interpretation” of it in the manner 
which has been proposed, would mean to de- 
prive them of their very birthright as a synod. 
Article VII must be retained as it reads, and 
it must be left to mean what it was meant to 
mean, in all its simplicity. It reads: 


“Tn its relation to its members the Synod 
is not an ecclesiastical government exercis- 
ing legislative or coercive powers, and with 
respect to the individual congregation’s 
right of self-government it is but an ad- 
visory body. Accordingly, no resolution of 
the Synod. imposing anything upon the in- 
dividual congregation is of binding force if 
it is not in accordance with the Word of 
God, or if it appears to be inexpedient as 
far as the condition of a congregation is 
concerned.” 


Any encroachment on that constitutional 
article concerning the relation of Synod to 
its members must be resisted with all the 
power at our command. Jt must be resisted 
in its beginning. For it represents a threat to 
the yery life of our synod as a synod worthy 
of its name. 


—P. H. B. 


Our Modern Interpreters 


This is a day of “interpretation’’—interpre- 
tation’ which so ‘interprets’ the most simple 
truths and the most fundamental principles as 
often to make them mean the exact opposite 
of what they were originally intended to mean 
and what they, in fact, do mean. 


It is not only the world which so “inter- 
prets’” what is not convenient or acceptable 
to it, as it reads, today. Such “interpretation” 
has found its way also into the Church, and 
it works wonderful magic there. 


Conveniently forgetting that we are to un- 
derstand the Bible as it reads, taking it at its 
face valuc, churchmen read it as though it 
had a waxen nose after all — to cite Luther 
— which may be turned this way and that. 
The process begins with the very first chapter 
of Genesis as it is found on the first page of 
Scripture. By. a mere bit of “interpretation” 
the six morning-evening days of Genesis be- 


come so many vast periods of time, and pres- 
to! the door has been opened at least to 
some accommodation to a theistic view of 
evolution within the Church. And the process 
does not cease until the very last book of the 
Bible, the Revelation of St. John the Divine, 
has been so “interpreted” as to make room for 
almost every manner of divergent view re- 
garding Christian faith and hope. The closing 
chapters of Revelation are so “interpreted” 
as to assure us, contrary to Seripture, that the 
end of all things is not at hand; that a future 
millennium must yet intervene before the final 
judgment, so that the Church and the world 
ean still feel secure for a while, and that we 
can and should indeed still look for better 
days to come before preparing to lay our 
work by as a Chureh and welcome the com- 
ing of our Lord to a world which has had its 
day and has run its course. The prospect of 
a resurrection of the martyrs, in time, on the 
basis of an “interpretation” of Rev. 20,. 4, 
strengthens the case of such interpreters, .as 
does the expectation of a conversion of the 
Jews, arrived at on the basis of an “interpre- 
tation” of Rom, 11, 25f, and a still future 
revelation of the real antichrist on the basis of 
an “interpretation” of II Thess. 2. By a 
similar touch of the interpreter’s magic hand 
the invisible Church becomes visible, and thus 
the process goes on endlessly. 


And now, the Missouri Synod Constitution. 
As noted above, Article VIL of that consti- 
tution is to be so “interpreted” that the state- 
ment that Synod is but an advisory body is to 
mean that it-is not but an advisory body, but 
a body the decisions of which have binding 
force. 


Where is this all to lead to? We honestly 
fear that in accordance with such “interpre- 
tation”, if it is allowed to go on, the Missouri 
Synod will not long be the Missouri Synod 
anymore, to suggest nothing more alarming 
than that. And lest that happen ere long, we 
plead that we stop listening to “interpreta- 
tions” and return to the simplicity of Chris- 
tian faith and hope and love, based upon the 
clear, uninterpreted Word of God and upon 
the simple fundamental document which our 
Synodical fathers bequeathed to our church in 
its constitution and on the basis of which it 
has so wonderfully flourished nearly one hun- 
dred years, 


—P. H. B. 


€ The Most Dangerous Thing . 


We were seeing one of our church’s noted 
leaders off on his train in the railroad depot 
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of one of our large cities. There were a few 
minutes to spare, and our revered companion 
took time to Jook over the: station’s magazine 
rack. Grabbing the latest copy of a “Breezy 
Story” type of magazine, he rushed to the 
clerk at the counter, and assuring her that 
such a magazine was not fit to sell, he asked 
her to have it removed from the display rack. 
The clerk’s assurance that she would look in- 
to the matter was, no doubt, cause for con- 
siderable satisfaction to our respected friend, 
as it was in some measure also to us. For cer- 
tainly, it is hard to say what harm is being 
done today by “literature” of the sort men- 
tioned. 


And yet, when we Jater discussed this in- 
cident with another noted leader within our 
chureh, he gave us something to think about. 
“Bad as it is,” he insisted, “such trash is not 
the most dangerous thing for our people. De- 
cent people will shun it. They will not read 
it at all.” And then he concluded significant- 
ly: “The most dangerous thing for our peo- 
ple is the kind of thing that is good enough 
for them to read, but which is at the same 
time filled with a bit of subtle poison that 
will destroy their soul.” 


Well-spoken words, which are capable of 
the widest application in the field of the 
Church and its doctrine and work. 


The most dangerous theologian is not the 
outright modernist who is well known for his 
unbelief, True Christians wil] shun such a one 
and give him the widest berth. The most dan- 
gerous theologian is the one who is close 
enough to be lent our cars, but who at the 
same time admixes to his teaching just a bit 
of soul-destroying error, just a bit of errone- 
ous leaven here and there, 


The most dangerous magazine, or pamphlet 
or book, to our people, is the religious one— 
Lutheran, if you will — with the views of 
which they have so much in common that they 
will read it — perhaps time and again — but 
which at the same time is infected with a 
small bit of contagious virus. 


The most dangerous document imaginable 
is that document which seems to speak the 
language of our Church and to approach our 
teachings sufficiently to claim our serious con- 
sideration as a doctrina] basis for fellowship, 
but which on closer inspection is so freighted 
with subtle error, misleading misrepresenta- 
tions, omissions, and evasions, as to make it 
possible for a whole host of soul-destroying 
errors to lurk within and behind its reassuring 
statements, 


Such a docunient is the doctrinal basis fu 
future fellowship with the American Luthera? 
Church, with the ALC Declaration embedde! 
in it, which was adopted by the 1988 cor? 
vention of the Missouri Synod. Adoption of 
that doctrinal] basis must be rescinded. It} 
errors are too obvious today to be any longe* 
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retained, 


The American Lutheran Church’s 
“Organic Whole” Of The Bible 


The American Lutheran Church officially 
maintains a doctrinal error in its Declaratior: 
when it says that the books of the Bible con— 
stitute “an organic whole without contradic— 
tion.” (I. b.) The former Ohio and Iowa 
Synods claimed the reality of such a har- 
monious whole or totality of Seripture for use 
in understanding the Seriptures. And in Dr. 
Reu’s pamphlet, “In the Interest of Lutheran 
Unity”, officially published and widely dis- 
tributed by the A. L. C. in 1940, this same 
doctrinal error is upheld. 


Against this error the Missouri Synod de- 
clares in its Brief Statement: “With the Con- 
fessions of our Church we teach also that the 
‘rule of faith’ (analogia fidei) according to 
which the Holy Scriptures are to be under- 
stood are the clear passages of the Scriptures 
themselves which set forth the individual doc- 
trines. (Apology. Trigl., p. 441, par 60; Muel- 
Jer, p. 284.) The rule of faith is not the man- 
made so-called ‘totality of Seripture’ (‘Gan- 
zes der Schrift’).” 

Here we have a positive and also a nega- 
tive sentence, both of which refute the error 
which is the subjeet of this short article. First 
let us see more fully what we mean by our 
sentences, 

We understand the Seriptures according to 
the Seripture passages which treat of the in- 
dividual doctrines. In each case, we know 
and understand what sin is, who Christ. is, 
what faith is, how we are justified before 
God, and any other truth of Seripture, ac- 
cording to the passages of Seripture which 
treat of sin, of Christ, ete. Considering the 
salvation of man, there is a relation between 
these doctrines, and all of them have the one 
purpose of saving the sinner, even as the 
whole Bible has that one -purpose. But we 
learn to know the individual doctrine on the 
basis of those passages which treat of that 
doctrine. 

From the Seripture passages which tel] us 
why some are converted we Jearn that the 
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cause of coriversion is purely and only the 
grace of God, that before his conversion the 
Christian was just as evil in will and conduct 
as the one. who is not converted. From the 
Scripture passages which specifically treat 
thereof, we know-that some remain unconver- 
ted because they resist the work of the Holy 
Ghost, they reject. the grace of Christ. Acts 
7,51; Matt. 23, 37. Each truth we learn to 
know on the basis of those passages which 
speak of that truth: Humbly and with child- 
like simplicity it behooves us to accept Scrip- 
ture as it reads. 


The doctrine of the election of grace is 
clearly and simply taught by the various pas- 
sages which treat of that doctrine. Those 
whom God elected. will certainly be brought 
to faith and to everlasting life —-. purely and 
solely by His grace, for Christ's sake. E ph. 1, 
3-7, On the other hand, Scripture just as 
clearly tells us that others remain in unbe- 
lief and are eternally lost purely. and solely 
by their own fault. They refuse to hear the 
Word of God and resist the Holy Ghost. Acts 
13, 46. 


What we teach about the ‘resurrection of 
the body, about the Second Coming of Christ, 
and other such things concerning the end of 
the world, we base in each case upon those 
Scripture passages which treat of the individ- 
ual doctrines... And wherever we find a pas- 
sage which seems dark to us, we let the clear 
passages which treat of the same thing shed 
light on such so-called “dark” passages. 


(Note: For lists of proof passages for each 
of the doctrines already named and for an 
exposition of these doctrines, the Brief 
Statement will be of great service to any 
reader. My point now is especially only to 
say that we take each doctrine only from 
those passages of Scripture which treat of 
that doctrine, or, Scripture truth.) 


Our rule of faith is the Scriptures them- 
selves, not reason, not the enlightened reason 
of the Christian or of the theologian. The 
reason Of the Christian is enlightened by the 
Word of God, In the light and by the guid- 
ance of the Word of God, the reason of the 
Christian is of good service in many ways. 
But just as soon as the Christian would at- 
tempt by his reason alone to judge and ex- 
plain Scripture, without using the Word itself, 
he would fail just as miserably as does the 
unbeliever, It is certainly a contradiction to 
say: My reason is enlightened by the Word 
of God, and then claim: [ can judge by my 
reason what the Scriptures mean. No, our 
reason is only a tool, an instrument, for use 
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in accepting Scripture-:as it reads. The Chris- 


tian, and especially the theologian, if he is 
truly, orthodox,. will..say: “Thy Word is a 
lamp unto. my, feet, ao a light unto. my path,” 
Ps..119, 105. 


The negative sentence quoted from our 
Brief Statement ‘rejects the man-made so- 
ealled ‘totality of Scripture’, “Schriftganzes,” 
as a rule of faith or as a rule by which to 
understand the individual truths’ or passages 
of Scripture. This ‘‘Schriftganzes,” “totality 
of Scripture;” is an impossible, unusable, il- 
logical, un-Seriptural thing which no man ever 
did use or ever did explain! But it is impor- 
tant that we have stated our rejection of it 
because of what is hidden under this expres- 
sion and because it is used as an excuse for 
false procedure in explaining Scripture. It is 
the primary cause for the errors of synergism 
and Calvinism. Every Missouri Synod Chris- 
tian must constantly be. on guard against the 
error represented by this expression because 
we are all inclined to use our human reason 
as a judge of Scripture. , 

We reject the use of a “totality of Scrip- 
ture” because we understand Scripture accord- 
ing to the Scripture passages which treat of 
the individual doctrines. The whole Bible is 
our light, we use the whole Bible, we do not 
reject any part of it. Yes, if we would re- 
ject even one word of it, we would disrupt 
the foundation of our faith. Jesus said: “The 
Scripture cannot be broken.” John 10, 35. 
That means that we must accept all of it. We 
must reject none of it, as did the Jews when 
they refused to believe the words of. Scripture 
which should have shown them that Jesus is 
the Promised Messiah, the Son of God. The 
Bible is. like a mountain range with its peaks 
and valleys, forests, grassy plateaus, and de- 
posits of precious stones and metals. God 
created the mountain range, and it is there for 
the study and use of mankind. God has giy- 
en us the 66 Books of the Old and New Tes- 
tament, and the whole thing is there for our 
study and use, just as it is. The Bible is like 
the lights of the heavens, sun, moon, and 
stars, all of which have their individual places 
and courses, and they are created to serve 
us. God has given us the Bible to be our light 
and guide day and night. But just as no man 
can use a whole mountain range or the lights 
of the heavens at one and the same time, so 
no man can use a so-called “whole” of Scrip- 
ture at one and the same time. 


No man can apply all the truths of the Bi- 
ble at once. No man can amalgamate all the 
doctrines of the Seriptures into a whole or 
totality for use in throwing light on any sin- 


gle passage or truth of the Bible. We do not 
even test one truth of Scripture with every 
other truth of Scripture before we accept that 
one truth, neither is that possible. The Jength 
of the creation days is not established by 
comparing it with the doctrine of the person 
of Christ or with passages which treat of the 
eternity of God. We Jearn to know the 
length of the creation days by studying those 
passages which treat of that subject. Thus 
we can make examples of all the doctrines 
of the Bible and show that none of them is 
understood according to an imagined whole 
of Seripturc, and none of them needs to be 
compared with every other truth of Scripture 
in order to know the one doctrine in part or 
in its full scope. , 


We have said that such a totality of Scrip- 
ture is a man-made thing. It exists only in the 
imagination. It is abstract philosophy. It is 
one of the tools which Satan has used to con- 
fuse and deceive men. It is a ‘destructive 
error which sets aside the Word of God. 


Now let us see what those say who uphold 
this evil and powerful error, 


ROMANS 12, 6 


St. Paul writes; “Let us prophecy accord~ 
ing to the proportion of faith.” Rom. 12, 6. 
Some say that this prophesying is the work 
of those special prophets in the first congre- 
gations who had special revelations from Gad. 
These people got up in the congregation to 
edify others with their individual revelations. 
(See also I Cor. 14) Others maintain that 
these words of St. Paul here in Romans 12, 
6, are a ruje for all preaching or exposition 
of the Scriptures. Then we could paraphrase 
the passage and say: Let us always preach 
according to the proportion of faith. I am not 
here going to discuss this question. It is not 
important now. 


Another word of this passage that comes 
in for much discussion is the word faith. Does 
Paol here mean to say that we should preach 
according to our persona] faith or does he 
mean that we should preach according to the 
faith, or, the Scriptures, which are the basis 
of all true faith, We know that all preaching, 
or prophesying, must not be contrary to the 
Scriptures. If we would paraphrase this pas- 
sage this way: All preaching must be accord- 
ing to the Scriptures, we would certainly find 
general agreement. But it would not be ac- 
ceptable to say: AU preaching must be ac- 
cording to what the individual believes. How- 
ever, J choose to say'tio more on this question 
now, that -is; the question of what the word 


faith means as it is used in this passage, Rom. 
12, 6. ae 


It is the word “proportion” which cause5 
‘most, and real, trouble. The original Greek 
word which we have translated as proportio! 
is “analogia”’. In the English we use the word 


“analogy”. Also in the German we use the 


same word ‘Analogic’. Was it right to tran> 
late the Greck word ‘‘analogia” with the word 
proportion? Should the translators not rather 
have translated and said: Let us prophecy 
aceording to the analogy of faith? If that had 
been done, the difficulty would. still remait. 
We would still ask: What does “according 10 
the analogy of faith’ mean? Discussing that 
question would or could lead us far afield. 
Here and now I desire to set forth what one 
thing it does not mean, And the purpose % 
this refutation is to show that the ‘A. L. © 
eannot rightly use this passage to maintaiD 
its “harmonious organic whole” of Scripture 
as a supernorm for all Seripture interprets 
tion or for the exposition of certain passages 
which may be declared to be “‘dark” passages 


Anyone who goes to the trouble of readins 
over the history of the intersynodical meet 
ings between Synodica] Conference Luther 
ans and the Ohio-Iowa Synods about the yeal 
1904 knows that the latter contended for 4 
harmonious organic whole of Scripture as 4 
supernorm for al] Bible exposition and use 
Romans 12, 6, in defense of their argument. 
At the Detroit, Mich., intersynodical meeting 
in 1904 Dr. SteYhorn said: ‘For all interpre 
tation we use a rule, and that is the Scriptures 
as a whole or the total of all articles of faiths 
Catechism doctrines, fundamentals. Thes¢ 
form a harmonious whole or system, which i$ 
the norm for the interpretation of the individ: 
ual passages, Romans 12, 6, requires this. 
(Lranslated from Quartalschrift, I, 106.) ‘Te 
Dr. SteYhorn and all who agree with bit) 
analogy of faith means a “harmony” of teé 
doctrines of Scriptures which. is recognizable 
to the Christian, especially to the theologia 
and which is to be’ used in Bible exposition 
They would paraphrase Romans 12, 6, 
read; The exposition of any individual pas 
sage of the Bible must agree with the “ha” 
mony” of the main doctrines. And they claim 
that just this is said in Romans 12, 6. * 


The Declaration of the A. L. C, does not 
use this passage. The official pamphlet of the 
A. L. C., “In the Interest of Lutheran Unity, 
also dves not use this passage. But the same 
concept is in them both, as we shall see later 
And at an intersynodical conference at Jack 
son, Minn., Oct. 17, 1939, the A. L. C, spokes 
men used Rom. 12, 6, throughout in their ah 
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gument to maintain such a “harmonious” or- 
ganic whole as a supernorm for-Bible expo- 
sition, 


Dr. Stoeckhardt in his Roemerbrief, p. 569, 
very simply destroys this point of the argu- 
ment of the A. L. C. or the former Ohio-lowa 
Synods by saying ‘“According to the analogy’ 
means; in relation to, nothing more. A thing 
can stand in relation to something else, but 
not to istelf, So it can be meant only that this 
propheeying should stand in the right rclation 
to faith, but never that faith should stand in 
relation to itself, that the different parts of 
faith stand in relation to one another.” Dr. P. 
KE. Kretzmann says the same when he declares 
ina mimeographed article on this subject: 
“Another wrong thought is that which severs 
analogian from kata (according to) and ex- 
plains it (analogy) as a congruence or har- 
mony in which the individual articles of faith 
stand toward one another.” 


- Our position, stated in a few words, is this: 
Analogy of faith or ‘Romans 12, 6, does not 
mean a “harmonious” organic whole pf Scrip- 
ture which is to ‘be used jas la supernorm for 
the interpretation of individual Bible passages. 
We reject such a philosophical concept, which 
soften based on a false exegesis of the word 
analogy in Romans 12, 6._: 


As proof for its “organic whole without 
contradiction”; in speaking of the Bible, the 
A.L.C, lists John 10, 85, “The Scripture can- 
Rot be broken.” We may all well apply. this 
Passage if we mean no more than that no part 
or word of the Seriptures must be denied or 
Tejected. “All Scripture is profitable.” But 
when this passage is used in an attempt to 
denionstrate a harmonious organic whole of 
the Bible in the A. L. C. sense as a supernorm 
for Bible exposition, we reject such a use of 
this passage. It does not mean that. But the 
official ALL. C. pamphlet, “In the Interest of 
atheran Unity’, declares, p. 58: This pas- 
Sage “hardly can mean anything else but this: 
"he Old ‘Testament Scripture is a wonderful 
nity without contradiction --— complete har- 
Beny — coherent, unified whole in which 
there are no contradictions.” We can agree 
also to this if thereby is meant that before 
70d, who has given the Scriptures and cer- 
tainly cannot contradict Himself, the Old 
Testament and also the whole Bible is a uni- 
fed harmonious whole, But the dispute is on 
question as to whether we mortal beings 
with our finite minds can so ‘grasp it. St. Paul 
says: “Now we know in part, and we pro- 
Miecy in part.” I Cor. ‘13, 9. 


“Tw the AL. C. pamphlet which has been 


mentioned an attempt is made by its author 
to prove with John 10, 35, that we must bhar- 
monize Scripture. His exposition is this: When 
the Jews took up stones to stone Jésus as a 
blasphemer according to Lev. 24, 16, Jesus 
quoted Ps. 82, 6 to them. (P. 58) But here we 
do not have a case of harmonizing two Scrip- 
ture passages or the whole Old Testament. 
The Jews had rightly applied Lev. 24, 16, if 
Jesus were a blasphemer. Without compari- 
son or harmonizing, that single passage alone 
would have given the Jews the right to stone 
Jesus if He were not the Son of God, which 
He rightly elaimed to be. Where the Jews 
were wrong was in that they did not accept 
Jesus us the Son of God. He repeated now 
that He is the Son of God, sanctified and sent 
into the world by the Father. He reminds 
them that even the judges were already call- 
ed “gods”. Why should they want to stone 
Him who is far more than the judges?. And 
if they would search the Scriptures and be- 
lieve them, they would know Him as the Son 


of God. 


Romans 12, 6, and John 10, 35, cannot be 
used as a basis for the claim that the whole 
of Scripture must be for us a recognizable 
harmony and organic whole which must be 
used as a supernorm for Bible exposition, 


The A. L. C. pamphlet, p. 38, speaking of 
non-fundamentals, says: “The interpretation 
of Scripture texts dealing with non-fundamen- 
tals must not run counter to the analogy of 
Scripture — It is the entire Bible which must 
be consulted in the process.” On p, 48 it is 
said that tlie meaning and application of cer- 
tain Scripture passages depends on “the light 
which the whole of Scripture throws upon 
them.” (My emphasis.) On page 75 rules are 
given for exegesis of the Seriptures and the 
fourth and last one reads: “The sum total of 
the perspicuous passages is to be, as it were, 
the guardian of truth so that a disagreement 
between thé individual exegeticél results in 
explaining an obscure passage asd this sum 
total” indicates incorrect conclusions. . - é 


The above quotations sufficiently show that 
the A. L. C. operates with a ‘totality of 
Seripture” as a rule of faith or as a rule for 
Bible exposition, which rule we reject. 


On page 76 of the cited pamphlet the au- 
thor says that the Formula-ef-Concord applies 
such a rule in refyting the thesis of Flacius 
that original sin belongs to the essence of fal- 
Jen man. “Here,” he says, “the F. C. proves 
the untenability of the thesis by showing that 
it is in conflict with the doctitine of ereation, 
incarnation, sanctification, andthe final resur- - 
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.ction.” The F.C. does what is said in the 
foregoing sentence. (F. C., I, 2; Trigl., 779) 
But the procedure of the F. C. does not prove 
the A. L. C. rule for exegesis. The F. C. 
names individual doctrines and says that the 
Flacian error conflicts with‘ them, separately, 
not as an amalgamated ‘whole. It gives the 
Flacian error four different’ blows and de- 
stroys it. The use of this sentence from the 
F.C. as a proof for a “harmonious” organic 
whole of the Bible as a supernorm for Bible 
exposition has always been and is now rejec- 
ted in our Synodical Conference circles. 


What one passage of the Bible needs to be 
compared with the Bible as a whole? The 
most rabid harmonizer, the most radical pro- 
ponent of a harmonious organic whole of the 
Bible, has never used his own invention in 
Scripture interpretation. It simply cannot be 
done, because. there is no such thing for such 
a use. One could write a whole book on this 
matter and fill it with quotations from the 
writings or reports of those who attempt to 
maintain a “totality of Scripture” as a rule of 


“faith. But in all the theological books in the 


world no man can discover a single instance 
where any man ever made practical use of a 
totality of Scripture in explaining any kind 
of a passage of Scripture. But since the days 
when Peter tried to harmonize circumcision 
with justification by faith, we find men in 
every age who attempted to make the revela- 
tion of God agree with the human reason of 
man, attempted to explain to human reason 
the mysteries of God, attempted to give an- 
swers to things which God has not revealed 
and in their attempts they have often used 
this’ man-made so-called “totality of Scrip- 
ture” as an excuse for their errors. 

Zwingli, Calvin, and also Melanchthon were 
plagued with this unhappy philosophy of har- 
monizing truths of Scripture. And there are 
Lutheran harmonizers now. The proud reason 
of man and the deceptions of Satan will con- 
tinue to produce harmonizers as long as this 
earth stands, And there are especially two 
doctrines in which erring mortals constantly 


80 astray because of the error which is the 


subject of this article. Those two doctrines 
are conversion and election. Present differ- 
ences now between the American Lutheran 
Church and the Synodical Conference, of 
which the Missouri Synod is a part, have their 
basis in this fundamental error on the part 
of the A. L. C. (Note: For a discussion of the 
present-day differences in conversion and elec- 


tion see the articles of Rev: J.“Buenger pub- 
lished in The Confessional Lutheran, July to 
December, 1940.) 

‘The A.-L. C. maintains a harmonious or- 
ganic whole of the Bible. And it uses: this ar- 
gument in coming to its false conclusions in 
the doctrines of conversion and election. But 
it does not use a whole of the Bible to prove 
its points. It uses only a few doctrines and 
mixes them. ‘To set forth what should be be- 
lieved about the election of grace, A. L. C) 
theologians and the former Ohio-Iowa lead- 
ers have habitually and consistently used pas- 


sages which treat of universal grace and sub- 


jective justification to explain the passages 
which treat of the election of grace. Why? 
To satisfy the reason of man, Anyone who 
dislikes such a charge should carefully study 
what Dr. Th. Engelder has written in the 


Concordia ‘Theological Monthly, September 
and October issues, 1940, under the title 
in the book 


“Reason or Revelation?”, or 
which contains the whole of this treatise, soon 
to issue from The C. P. H. Press. The maga- 
zines, or the book mentioned may be ordered 
from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, 
Mo. The section which deals especially with 
those whom Dr. Engelder refers to as Luth- 
eran harmonizers should be particularly con- 


sulted. 


“Thy Word is a lamp unto my feet, and a 
light unto my path.” Ps. 119, 105. It is not 
for us to judge that light and adjust it with 
our human minds. “Now we know in part, 
and we prophecy in part.” I Cor. 18, 9. But 
the individual truths which we know as we 
have them collected and set forth in the Bible 
will certainly and surely lead us to eternal 
life, even though we cannot now on earth 
grasp all things, If anyone consent not to the 
wholesome words of Christ, he is proud and 
foolish and ignorant in spiritual matters. | 
Tim. 6, 8f. We all need this instruction and 
these warnings. And for the cause of ecumen- 
ical Lutheranism, we can do nothing better 
than frankly confess the truth and discuss 
the differences which separate us. The A. L. 
C. “Organic Whole’’ of the Bible is one fun- 
damental difference which needs to be elimin- 
ated before there can be any real progress 
towards union between the A, L. C. and the 
Synodical Conference. 


—G. Schweikert 


© The Dogmatic-Historical Background 


of the Present Union Movement 
(continued ) 


5. Objective and Subjective Justification.” 


The doctrine of the objective justification 
of the whole sinful world through the death 
and resurrection of Christ is one of the doc- 
trines which were brought back to the con- 
sciousness of Christians through the testi- 
mony of Dr. Walther after they had been all 
but forgotten in the Lutheran Church of 
America. Ag with the Seriptural doctrine con- 
cerning the Church or the doctrine concern- 
ing predestination, so also the doctrine of jus- 
lification is in constant danger of falling in 
oblivion or of being devitalized through er- 
roneous conceptions. The truths which God 
has revealed in Holy Scriptures are so alien 
to man’s natura] reasoning, yes, seem so con- 
tradictory to his human feeling and thought, 
that it is necessary to consider ever anew 
what the Scriptures teach if we are not grad- 
ually and imperceptibly to fall back into er- 
rors, 


Now, the doctrine of Justification occupics 
such a central position in the body of saving 
truths that any error with respect to this 
doctrine must necessarily cause crrors in 
other doctrines. The great controversy which 
arose concerning the doctrines of. conversion 
and election and which shook the Lutheran 
Church of our country to its very foundations 
was made possible only by the fact that 
there was already no full agreement in the 
doctrine of justification. This soon became 
evident. Again and again, both in older and 
more recent days, during the course of the 
controversy the debate took in also the doc- 
trine of justification and the function of faith 
in justification. And it was particularly the 
doctrine of objective justification which was 
attacked by Ohio and Towa. The attack at 
first was vehement and vituperative, then 
grew fecbler and more uncertain, until finally 
it ceased. However, until the present day we 
miss in the A. L. C. a clear, unequivocal con- 
fession to the true Seriptural doctrine on this 
point. 


The sedes doctrinae of the doctrine under 
discussion, objective justification, are espec- 
ially the following passages: Rom. 5, 19; IT 
Cor. 5, 19-21; Rom. 7, 25. - Let us review 
briefly the import of these passages. 

Rom. 5, 19: “For as by one man’s disobe- 
dience many were made sinners, so by the 


* This chapter is a translation of a German Conference 
pauper, 


obedience of one shall many be made righ- 
teous.” The question here is: who is meant 
by the ‘many’ who are made _ righteous 
through the obedience of Christ? Are only the 
believers meant who accept Christ and His 
righteousness, or all men? In the foregoing 
verses the Apostle compares the -ruin which 
has come upon all men through Adam’s of- 
fence, with the blessing which has come upon 
all the world through the redemptive work of 
Christ. He shows that the Savior through His 
work has not only repaired the ruin wrought 
by Adam’s fall, but that a comparison be- 
tween the ruin of the fall and the grace of 
redemption will show a plus on the side of 
grace, (V 9-11; 15-18). It is generally admit- 
ted that the expression “many sinners’’ in the 
first class of our verse designates the “many” 
who were made sinners through Adam’s dis- 
obedience, namely a]l mankind. ‘Therefore it 
would be arbitrary and inconsistent with the 
whole context to limit the “many” in the sec- 
ond paralled clause by a restriction to those 
who receive righteousness through faith in 
Christ. On the contrary, the “many” who are 
made righteous through the obedience of 
Christ must be the same who were made sin- 
ners through Adam’s disobedience, namely all 
men, the whole sinful world. 


II Cor, 5, 19-21: “God was in Christ, recon- 
ciling the world unto Himself, not imputing 
their tresspasses unto them; and hath com- 
mitted unto us the Word of reconciliation. 
Now then we are ambassadors for Christ, as 
though God did beseech you by us: ‘We pray 
you in Christ’s stead, be ye reconciled to God. 
For He hath made Him to be sin for us, who 
knew no sin; that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in Him.” Dr. Pieper re- 
marks on this passage (Christliche Dogmatik, 
II, pg. 411 ff): “The term katallassein. in 
Rom. 5, 10 and II Cor. 5, 19 designates, as 
must be pointed out again and again, not a 
change of mind on the part of men, but 
something that takes place in the heart of 
God. God at that time when Christ offered 
His atoning sacrifice gave up His wrath 
against men, This is not a human explanation, 
but the Apostle’s own explanation, who adds 
to the words, ‘God was in Christ, reconciling 
the world unto Himself’ the interpretation, 
me logizomenos autois ta paraptomata auton, 
not imputing their tresspasses unto them’, 
that is, even then in His heart forgiving the 
whole world’s sin, justifying the whole world, 
For ‘not to impute tresspasses’, in the idiom 
of the Scriptures (Rom. 4, 6-8) is equivocal 
to “forgiving sin’, ‘justifying’ sinners,” 

Dr. Stoeckhardt employs the passage in the 
same manner (Synodalbericht des Sued. 


Distr. 1883). He says: “The work of . Christ 
has effected a perfect reconciliation of God 
with men. The work performed by Christ as 
the Mediator (I Tim. 2,5) between God and 
man was acceptable to God, even as Eph. 5, 
2 it is said of Christ that He ‘hath given Him- 
self for us an offering and a sacrifice to God 
for a sweetsmelling savor’. As God in grace 
made Christ who knew no sin to be sin for 
mankind (II Cor. 5,21) that is, imputed the 
sin of mankind to Christ as if it had been His 
own sin, so also He looked upon the expia- 
tion rendered by Christ as though it had been 
rendered by man himself. The Holy Spirit 
writes through St. Paul If Cor. 5, 14: ‘We 
thus judge that if one died for all, then were 
all dead.’ Through the suffering and death of 
Christ the sins of all men have been so com- 
pletely atoned as if all the thousand millions 
of men had themselves: suffered eternal tor- 
ments of -hell........In Christ God takes such 
an attitude toward men as though they had 
never offended Him by sin, as if no aliena- 
tion had ever taken .‘place between God and 
man. Here the so-called objective justifica- 
tion is clearly taught; for:if God in. Christ 
is reconciled to men, if He no longer has any- 
thing against them, then God in His heart has 
absolved them for their sins, looks upon them 
as Just for Christ’s sake.” (Quoted in Pieper, 
Dogmatik, II, pg. 312f.) 


Rom, 4, 25: “Who (Christ) was delivered 
for our offences and was raised again for our 
justification.” The term dikaiosis (as Lenski 
also rightly says) means justification and is 
always an actus forensis. Those who deny the 
objective justification declare. that the phrase 
dia ten dikaiosin hemon, “for our justifica- 
tion,” refers to subjective justification by 
faith, the imputation of the righteousness of 
Christ when grasped by faith. Dr. Pieper re- 
marks: “The force of the words egerthe dia 
ten dikaiosin hemon is abridged when restric- 
ted to subjective justification which takes 
place through faith. Caloy, following Gerhard, 
sees the truth when he says of the relation of 
Christ’s resurrection to our justification that 
‘Christ’s resurrection has taken place with a 
view to an actual absolution of sin. As God 
punished our sins in Christ, they being laid 
upon and imputed to Him as our Substitute, 
so by raising Christ from the dead God ipso 
facto has absolved Him from our sins which 
had been imputed to Him and, accordingly, 
has also in Him absolved us.” (Pieper, Dog. 
matik, II, pg. 380). 


_, ned te : ; 
Phe objection is raised that the expression 
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our offences,” “our justification,” in this pas- 

sage denote, not the offences of all men nor 


the justification of all men, but the offency — 
and the justification of the Christians. It *” 
true that the Apostle in the context speaks ¢7 
“ys’’, of those who now stand in the faith. Bv £ 
it does not follow that the words in V. =F 
treat of subjective justification of the Chri’ 
tians. Rather, we Christians are here offere'~ 
the comfort: as our sins were accounted tt 
Christ and punished in Him when God deliv’ 
ered Him unto wrath and death so Christ ir 
His resurrection from the dead has been ab! 
solved also from our sins, so that His resur~ 
rection is actually our justification from sins” 
the Father’s declaration that our sins have 
been atoned, paid for, and, therefore, forgiv- 
en, That the same is true of the sins of the 
whole world is expressly taught in. other 
Scripture passages. 


Objective justification, accordingly, is ar 
event of past history. It took plaee 1900 


years ago when Christ died and rose again. 
This justification consists in this that “God 
imputed to Christ, as though they were His 
own, all the sins of the whole world and. that 
God on account of Christ’s complete payment 
has in the act of resurrection absolved Him, 
and so also the whole world, from the sins 
which really were our sins, so that His justi- 
fication is our justification. This fact God 
proclaims to all the world in the Gospel. 

Subjective justification must be distinguish- 
ed from objective justification. It consists in 
this that, when a sinner accepts in faith the 
Word of Reconciliation and the righteousness 
of Christ, God accounts to him his faith, that 
is, the object and content of his faith, the 
righteousness of Christ, as his own righteous- 
ness, with the result that the sinner now pos- 
sesses as his very own what was offered and 
promised to him in the objective justification, 
that he now has the forgiveness of his sins 
and is clothed in the righteousness of Christ 
as if it were his own righteousness, 

This subjective justification is necessary for 
the reason that objective justification first 
reaches actual fruition in the case of the in- 
dividual when he through faith personally 
lays hold on God’s promise. If I offer a gift 
to a needy person it can only then benefit 
him when he accepts it. Tf he refuses to ac- 
cept it, the fact still remains that the gift was 
offered to him, although it does not benefit 
him, 


Moreover, this subjective justification by 
faith is possible only because prior to faith 
there is an objective justification, a universal 
reconciliation and forgiveness of sins. Who- 
very denial corrupts and destroys the doctrine 
of justification by faith. If the reconciliation 
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of the whole sinful world and the forgiveness 
of all sins were not a completed act, how 
could the sinner make that the ground of his 
faith and confidence? He would have to be- 
lieve something that is not yet reality but 
must first become real through his faith. And 
that ig the position of the deniers of objective 
justification. To them the Gospel is not the 
good news of an historical fact that needs 
only to be accepted by faith, but only a de- 
claration that tells him: God is ready to for- 
give your sins upon the condition that you 
believe in Christ. In consequence, to obtain 
the forgiveness of sins the sinner must then 
first be certain that he has faith and thus the 
certainty of forgiveness does not rest upon 
the firm, unerring Word of God, but upon 
one’s own faith, Therefore also, when the sin- 
ner is assailed by doubts as to the genuinc- 
ness of his faith, his certitude of his salvation 
collapses, for its basis is gone. 


Dr. Hoenecke, therfore, says in his Dog- 
matics: “It is necessary to stress objective 
justification in order to safeguard the rea] 
content (den realen Inhalt) of the Gospel’ 
(Dogmatik, 1V., pg. 355.) 


One who denies objective justification can 
consequently not teach correctly about the 
function of faith in justification. On_ this 
point Dr. Pieper says (Dogmatik, 1], pg. 
611): “Justification by faith without the 
deeds of the Law would be absolutely out of 
the question unless by virtue of Christ’s sub- 
stitutionary satisfaction the justification of 
the whole human race is already existent in 
the heart of God and proclaimed as a fact in 
the Gospel. All those who deny this objective 
justification or, what is the same thing, the 
objective reconciliation, must, to be consis- 
tent, also deny that subjective justification 
takes place through faith. If foregivness is 
not objectively existent through Christ’s satis- 
factio vicaria then faith must be viewed as in 
some way complementary to the merits of 
Christ, in other words, as a contribution of- 
fered by men (menschliche Leistung).” 


Dr. Lenski, is, therefore, in error when he 
maintains that by emphasizing objective jus- 
tification, subjective justification by faith is 
destroyed. The very opposite is the case: de- 
nial of objective justification, the truth that 
the forgiveness of sins already exists as a 
fact, robs faith of the foundation upon which 
it must rest. If one then still speaks of a jus- 
tification by faith, then faith is no longer 
merely the acceptance of the righteousness 
and: forgiveness which God offers and_ pro- 
claims in His Word; for then no gift is as 
ever denies this objective Justification, by the 


yet present to be accepted, but faith itself 
must first induce God to forgive our sins. 
Thus faith is converted into a meritorious 
act, in view of which, and on account of 
which, God becomes gracious to man. And 
the forgiveness of sin is then held in prospect 
for man in case he on his part fulfills the con- 
dition upon which forgiveness depends: man 
must first believe and then because of his 
faith he receives forgiveness, 


But if in justification faith is viewed as a 
human contribution upon whieh the realiza- 
tion of justification is contingent, then justi- 
fication no longer is by grace without the 
deeds of the law, but faith itself becomes 
meritorious. Then, as Dr. Pieper says, justi- 
fiction by faith in the sense of the Serip- 
tures is out of the question. 


It is not mere chance that the same men 
who assailed the Lutheran doctrine of con- 
version and election by grace as Calvinistic, 
and who harbored synergistic views with re- 
spect to the origin of faith, vehemently as- 
sailed and rejected the doctrine of objective 
justification. There is here the relation of 
cause and effect. A man who has synergistic 
or kindred notions in the doctrine of conver- 
sion cannot but err with respect to the place 
of faith in the doctrine of justification. For 
him faith is not simply the organon lepticon, 
the receptive instrument, in justification, but 
he will make of faith a condition, a human 
performance and contribution upon which 
justification and forgiveness are conditioned. 


God will do His part if man does his own | 


part. The Gospel of the free grace of God, 
given without money and without price, need- 
ing only to be accepted, is turned into a new 
lega] system, a rule pointing out to the sinner 
how he can earn God’s favor and salvation. 
The Christian religion is turned into its direct 
opposite. —J. B. 
(To Be Continued ) 


©) Who Is The Antichrist? 


“As to the Antichrist we teach that the 
prophecies of the Holy Scripture concerning 
the Antichrist, I] Thess. 2, 8-12; June 2, 18 
have been fulfilled in the Pope of Rome and 
in his domination, . ... We subscribe to the 
statement of our Confessions that the Pope 
is ‘the very Antichrist’.”” This is the confes- 
sion of the Missouri Synod as given in the 
Brief Statement of its Doctrinal Position, 
paragraph 43. And to make it clear and 
definite that the above is a statement of 
doctrine and not just a traditional interpreta- 
tion, the Brief Statement declares that the 
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‘defined in Seripture and is therefore 


doctrine of the Antichrist as it has been set 
forth in paragraph 43, is a doctrine clearly 

not an 
open question. It is not one of. those questions 
in which we may permit varying views. This 
is’ good “old-Missourian” teaching, and we 
ave convinced that it is sound Seriptural teach- 


ing. 
As a contrast to this, read the following: 
“The early reformers believed the pope 

to be the Antichrist. Now we know ‘that 
the pope may have.belonged to the anti- 
Christian system, but he was not the final 
Antichrist. . ... Communism of today fits 
this description of the final Antichrist betber: 


than does the pre-Reformation papacy. 
But we are .not safe in saying definitely 


that this prophecy is fulfilled in its entirety 
today. We cannot tell. We shall not know 
until the Son of Man himself descends from 
heaven with a shout.** The final Anti- 
christ may arise: from the line of prelates 
in Rome, a more iniquitous figure than 
any Reformation Age pope. It may be that 
he will arise out of Communism or out of 


Had the end come in Luther’s 


Fascism. 
con- 


time, Christ would undoubtedly have 
sidered the pope as sitting in the temple 
of God, as the Antichrist. Had Christ come 
during the 18th Century He would have 
found the Spirit of Antichrist in the likes 
of Voltaire and the Eneyclopaedists. If 
Christ comes today Communism with its 
opposition to Christianity and to all religion 
except the worship of Lenin would be the 
Antichrist. But Christ may postpone His 
return and in later times a more literal 
fulfillment of the prophecy may be appar- 
ent.” (Journal of Theology, Volume V., 
pp. 873-874.) ~ 
The writer of these lines is the Rev. C: 
Umhau Wolf, 2 member of the American 
Lutheran Church. This is a sample of the 
views which find public expression in the 
A.L.C, on the doctrine of the Antichrist. This 
is a sample of the views for which the A.L.C. 
asks tolerance in its declaration and which 
it has asked us to declare nondisruptive of 
Chureh-fellowship. The A.L.C. understands 
that the 1988 St. Louis Articles of Union 
grants this request. Among our own men 
there is no unanimity of opinion as to whether 
this request. has been granted. Some say 


* This is the height of absurdity. The Antichrist is to 
sit in the temple of God. Tess. 2, 4.—Editor. 

** Note the skepticism and doubt, which is characteris- 
tic of the “scientific” theology of ‘‘American Luth- 
eranism.’’ Scripture says: ‘‘Now ye know,” IT Tess. 
2, 6 American Lutherans, groping about in the dark 
because it has left the foundation and the blessed 
light of the Scriptures, says! ‘‘We eannot tell... 
We shall not know,’’—Editor. 
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‘this can be done only by 


that it has, and some say that dt hasn't. if 
it is true that this has been granted, thex ft 
must be clear that our Confession on thi- 
in the Brief Statement has been weal- 


point : 
ened., We shall be found guilty of sawiny 
that the doctrine is not an open question anit 

Whether 


of saying that it is an open question. 
a2 union is effected with the A.L.C. on thr 
basis which. has been adopted or not, it is 
essential to our own unity that this matte: 
be cleared up so there will be no doubt a: 
to status of our present subscription to the 
Brief Statement. It is our sincere opinion thal 
reseinding the S¢; 
Louis Union Articles of 1988. In that was 
we, will lift the cloud -of uncertainty and 
eontusion which otherwise would work Treas oO 
with our own uniformity in doctrine, as ywel 
as with our unity of spirit. 


Cc. M, G. 


“That They May Be One” 

Writing with reference to John 17, vr, 
which was cited in the last issue of the Con- 
fessional Lutheran, (p. 50), a brother writes 
us— 

“f would supplement what is said in order 
to clarify it. If you will read John 17, 6-19, 
you will find that Jesus requests certain things 
for His Apostles. Inv. 20 He adds that He 
wants all believers to have those same things, 
in order that v. 21) they all (the Apostles 
and all other believers) may be one. In y, 22 
Jesus then states that He has given all be- 
lievers (including the Apostles) His glory for 
the same purpose (that they may all be one). 
“Believers are then one just by having the 
same things (God’s Word, v. 8; deliverance 
from the world, v. 10-19). There may be 
more things than IT have just mentioned. But 


- the idea is that all believers have these things, 


and are therefore one. ‘The unity of believers 
is an accomplished fact; that is, the particular 
unity of which Jesus speaks’ in John 17.” 
Our correspondent has’ emphasized an im- 
portant point. “That they may be one even 
as we are one” (John 17, 22) indeed refers 
to an aecomplished fact rather than that we 
should speak of it as a motive in church work. 
The Confessional Lutheran is thankful for 
what it is glad to consider a correction, par- 
ticularly since it concerns an often misunder- 
stood and misused passage in union endeavors, 


P. H. B. 
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The Fort Wayne Convention and the 
“Confessional Lutheran’”’ 


When the Missouri Synod met at Ft. Wayne 
last month for its 194] convention, most of 
the material contained in this issue of the 
Confessional Lutheran was already in the 
hands of its printers. It is for this reason that 
comparatively little notice is taken of that 
convention in this issue. However, in future 
issues, this journal will bring many pertinent 
articles that will take cognizance of that 
convention, and particularly of its union reso- 
lutions, 

It was indeed a noteworthy convention of 
the Missouri Synod that was held in Ft. 
Wayne. Time and again we heard the remark 
that it was a sobered synod that met in June 
as compared with the St. Louis convention 
which all too hastily adopted the untenable 
union resolutions of 1988. Without a question 
this year’s convention will go down as a most 
important convention in the history of the 
Missouri Synod. 

That does not mean that all danger of a 
mistaken union with Lutherans who, as a 
church, do not stand foursquare upon the 
Word of God and upon that alone, is past. 
On the contrary, it is all-important to be 
more circumspect and careful than ever just 
now. And it is to the task of contributing to 


such cirecumspection that the Confessional 


Lutheran is dedicated. From the beginning, 
this journal has been published in the interest: 
of ecumenical Lutheranism. The preservation 
and extension of such Lutheranism is its 
prime object. In keeping with that funda- 
mental object, it will be an important pur- 
pose of the Confessional Lutheran to discuss 
the Ft. Wayne resolutions in their relation 
to ecumenical Lutheranism. God willing, its 
readers may look forward to hearing a great 
deal on that score. 


— P. H. B. 


The Present Task of the 


“‘Confessional Lutheran” 


It is a faet which no one will deny that 
through the union resolutions of the St. Louis 
Convention of the Missouri Synod in 1938 
the unity of spirit in the Synodical Conference 
was seriously disturbed. Not only did the 
Wisconsin Synod and the Norwegian Synod 
reject those resolutions, declaring them un- 
acceptable as a basis for the proposed church- 
fellowship, but also within the Missouri Synod 
itself sentiment has been divided. Some have 
hailed the results of union endeavors thus far 
as the achievement of great and wonderful 


success. Others have denounced the basis in 
question as essentially unionistic. A great 


many have been unable to arrive at a definite 


ely gs 


conviction in the matter. So serious has the 
dissension been that refusal to accept the po- 
sition of those who have mistakenly claimed 
that negotiations with the American Lutheran 
Church have resulted in a sufficient doctrinal 
basis for union has time and again been open- 
ly branded as “separatism.” 


In the face of such facts it has been the 
object of the Confessional. Lutheran clearly 
to set forth vital dangers which the Missouri 
Synod has incurred by accepting-the unten- 
able union basis of 1938; to point out mis- 
takes which have been made in the course of 
negotiations with our opponents since 1920; 
to show that doctrinal differences which 
should have been removed were merely cov- 
ered up;* and to do all that is in its power 
to help restore the wonted unity of spirit of 
the Missouri Synod with the help of God. 


The 1941 convention of the Missouri Synod 
differed noticeably from that of three years 
ago in that it more carefully considered ob- 
stacles and objections which obstruct fellow- 
ship with the American Lutheran Church and 
in that it gave fresh emphasis to certain fun- 
damental principles and directions for future 
negotiations which, if conscientiously carried 


out, would render a false union practically 
impossible, - , , 


We realize that the recommendations of the 
committee on intersynodical matters (No. 3) 
at the 1941 convention, as well as the hand- 
ling of the union question on the floor of 
Synod at Ft. Wayne generally, constitutes a 
reassuring step towards reestablishing the 
unity that had prevailed within the Missouri 
Synod. We are filled with continuous thanks 
to God for this gratifying result. But we can- 
not close our eyes to the fact that danger has 
by no means been wholly removed, and that 
Missourians are not yet of one mind with 
regard to all-important questions raised by 
the union movement, Tor, as to the question 
of carrying out directions for further negotia- 
tions, it is not to be forgotten that most excel- 
lent recommendations of a committee headed 
by the sainted Dr. F, Pieper, concerning fu- 
ture deliberations with other Lutherans, were 
adopted by the Missouri Synod convention at 
River Forest in 1929, when our Synod refused 
to accept the Chicago Theses. However, these 
resolutions have really not been carried out, 


And as to the attitude of various groups 
within the Missouri Synod regarding the pres- 
ent status of union movement, matters stand 


* Documentary proof for this contention, as far as it 
has been produced, has never been refuted. 


thus. Theoretically there is no disagreeme , 
among us as to the question under what co" 

ditions a true union can be consummated. V ee 
are all agreed that union without true unit” 
in doctrine is not to be condoned but to k-) 
condemned. But did the Ft. Wayne conver 
tion remove differences of opinion in out 

midst as to the merits or demerits of result” 
so far claimed? According to the Conventio” 
Series of the Lutheran Witness it did. na? 
even attempt such a solution. It is reported 
that Committee No. 8 let the whole matte? 
rest with the remark: ‘We are not trying 
to set aside the doctrinal agreement reached 
at the convention in 1988.” (Vol. LX, 12H, 
June 26,1941, P. 1.) 


fan 


Thus, so far as this phase of the uniom 
movement is concerned, nothing is settled- 
Those in favor of union are still convinced 
that the Chicago Theses represent a good 
Lutheran confession, in which afl doctrinal 
differences on. which they touch are already 
satisfactorily settled; while we, on the other 
hand, insist, and are in a position to prove, 
that in these theses differences are simply 
ignored in part, and partly covered up or 
hidden under ambiguous terms, leaving this 
document full of loopholes for. old ervors. 


Even so, some are still convinced that the 
A. L. C, Declaration, which is’ in complete 
harmony with the Chicago Theses, is a quite 
satisfactory document, while others see in this 
document the same fatal flaws as in the Chi- 


cago Theses. 


Is such a difference of opinion a negligible 
matter, which may be passed over without 
being settled? And should negotiations with 
the American Lutheran Church be continued 
regardless of such a discrepancy in our own 
midst? We know that the official periodicals 
of the Missouri Synod will not accept -any 
articles in which . mistakes that have been 
made, and that have caused the present con- 
fusion, are frankly discussed... We are con- 
vinced that as long as union negotiations are 
carried on without an acknowledgment and 
rectification of errors which have occurred, 
there will be danger for the Missouri Synod 
and for the Synodical Conference in further 
efforts towards union. It is more likely: than 
not that the whole process will turn out as 
would an attempt at solving a complicated 
mathematical problem in which one unwitting- 
ly operates all the while with faulty basic 
factors ‘that crept in unawares in the very 
beginning of things. Nor will mistakes, under. 
such circumstances, be detected by a majority 
of our pastors, and much less by lay members, 
so long as they are not familiar with pertinent 
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doctrinal differences, and with the manner in 
which such differences have systematically 
been covered up during the last two decades. 


For these reasons we consider it the task 
of the Confessional Lutheran to continue to 
disseminate information among its readers 
concerning doctrinal differences that obtain 
between the Missouri Synod (Synodical Con- 
ference) and the American Lutheran Church, 
to evaluate properly any new developments 
that may be reported from time to time, and 
to help pastors, teachers, and laymen form 
their own opinion and pass judgment on even- 
tual results. 


In fine, after the Ft. Wayne convention it 
will be, even more than before, if possible, 
the endeavor of the Confessional Lutheran to 
discuss controversial matters not only in an 
objective manner, but also in a friendly and 
brotherly tone, and never to lose sight of its 
main and ultimate aim: the reestablishment, 
under the blessing of God, of full and com- 
plete unity within the Missouri Synod. 

—J. i. 


© The 1938 Resolutions of the Missouri 


~ Synod on Lutheran Union 


The Confessional Lutheran has during the 
many moons of its existence concluded each 
issue of its publication with the slogan: “Ac- 
ceptance of the St. Louis Union Articles of 
1938 Must be Rescinded.”’ 


rn 
Lhat slogan does not appear in this issue, 
and will not appear in future issues. 


Why not? 


We believe that, for all practical purposes, 
the St. Louis Resolutions have (statements to 
the contrary notwithstanding) virtually been 
superseded by the Ft. Wayne Resolutions of 
1941. We believe, in particular, that mistaken 
liberal interpretations of the St. Louis resolu- 
tions, such as that which rested upon the 
unwarranted insinuation that the 1988 conven- 
tion Committee on Intersynodical Matters 
(No. 16) used the term “nonfundamentals”’ 
with reference to the well-known Four Points 
(the false expectation of ‘a universal con- 
version of all Jews” ete., General Proceedings, 
1938, p. 229) as “identical with the term 
‘open’ questions,” which must remain open 
questions (Lutheran Witness, Aug. 6, 1940, 
p. 275), and that differences in doetrine be- 
tween the Missouri Synod and the American 
Lutheran Church have ceased—we_ believe 
that such contentions have been made difficult, 
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if not impossible, by the Ft. Wayne Resolu- 
tions. This was made clear beyond doubt on 
the convention floor, when one of the editors 
of the Lutheran Witness asked for clarifica- 
tion in this matter. The 1941 resolutions on 
Lutheran union embody among it instructions 
that the immediate objective of further nego- 
tiations with the American Lutheran Church 
is to be “doctrinal unity.” The question was 
asked whether the Missouri Synod and the 
ALC had achieved doctrinal unity in 19388. 
To this question Dr. Fritz, chairman of the 
Committee on Intersynodical Matters replied 
unhesitatingly, emphatically, unequivocally, 
and correctly: ‘No!’ 

That doctrinal unity (or “sufficient doctrin- 
al agreement”) existed between the Missouri 
Synod and the American Lutheran Church by 
virtue of the St. Louis Resolutions (which 
the ALC never even adopted) was one of the 
fictions of 1938 that were held to in some 
quarters, and threatened to lead Missouri into 
a false union, but which have now fortunately 
had their day. It has now been made clear 
that negotiations are to be carried on upon 
2 more sober basis than that. They are to 
be carried on upon a basis which earnestly 
regards the Scriptura] injunction to be cir- 
cumspect, because the days in which we live 
are evil days. (Eph. 5, 15f.) It has been 
made. quite clear that the only sufficient doc- 
trinal agreement which we know and will 
know is one that agrees to all of the teach- 
ings of the Bible and nothing but the Bible,- 
fundamentals and ‘“‘non-fundamentals” alike. 


It is for this reason that we have dropped 
our slogan. We believe that it has served its 
purpose, and served it well, and that it can 
now be dispensed with, even though the issue 
which called it forth may not be entirely 


dead. 
— P. H. B. 


@® Strange Bed-Fellows. 


Announcement comes to hand of the fifth. 
annual “Luther Academy”, to be held at 
Wartburg - Seminary (American Lutheran 
Church) in Dubuque, Iowa, July 22-80. ‘Dr.. 
M. Reu of Dubuque will lecture on a dog- 
matical subject, and will also treat selected 
portions of the Epistle of the Galatians ex- 
egetically. The theology of Dr, Reu is large- 
ly and notoriously un-Bibilical, which of 
course, means also un-Lutheran. We regard 
Dr. Reu as the outstanding unionist among 
Lutherans in America today. 


Seven other men of the American Lutheran 
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Church are on the program of the “Luther 
Academy.” In. addition there will be one 
lecturer. each from the United. Lutheran 
Chureh and from one of the Scandinavian 
Lutheran Churches. And _ finally—it is also 
announced that Dr. O. P. -Kretzmann, Presi- 


dent of Valparaiso University wall be on the 


program, 
Strange bed-fellows, indeed! 


Tt should be said that when it is announced, 
e. g.:in the “Inter-Synod Lutheran News,’ 
that “the Missouri Synod will be represented 
by Rev. O. P. Kretzmann,” this is not correct. 
Dr. Kretzmann will participate in the “Luther 
Academy” entirely on his own. He has not 
been asked or authorized by the Missouri 
Synod to serve as its representative. 


— Pp. H. B. 


@Radicalism and the “Cresset.”’ 


The July issue of the Cresset has just come 
to hand. It brings -a’review of Harold Rugg’s 
recent book, That Man May Understand. 
Harold Rugg is a professor at the Columbia 
University Teachers’ Collegé. He has written 
a series of social science ‘textbooks which 
exercise perhaps the greatest influence ever 
known in the annals of public schools. They 
are fundamentally subversive, subtly under- 
mining, disparaging, or openly attacking the 
American’ way of life: and’ extolling Cont 
munist Russia, the collectivist system of which 
is offered as a remedy for American ills. To 
state the objectives of his textbooks in the 
words of Rugg himself: “The generations 
shortly to be: given the responsibilities of 
self- “povernment must be practiced in the at- 
titude of the expectancy of change .. . change 
in economic and social government . . . and 
in objects of allegiance.” 


The use of. Rugg textbooks in American 
schools has been severely criticized by such 
groups as the American Legion, the Daughters 
of the American Revolution, and Sihers: AS 
a result, they have been discarded by many 
schools throughout the nation. Also -within 
the . Missouri Synod a stand has been. taken 
dgainst ‘them. Thus, Supt.’Stellhorn has warn- 
ed against them'in the News Bulletin, monthly 
organ of the Board of Education of the Mis- 
sonri: Synod. The Missouri Synod had just 
such,.books in. mind when; at-its recent ‘Ft. 
Wayne convention, ‘it adopted | a: resolution 
on:° “Objectionable Text- books - and” Other 


‘Forms of Instruction -Inimica]. to: the: Faith: ‘of 


our Children.” (Lutheran Witness) July. 8, 


1941, ‘p. 242.) For, concerning religion, faitd 

and morals, too, Rugg has his own ideas, 2° 
the Cresset also admits. Like every true rad i> 
eal, he believes that religion is a mere rena7™ 
nant of a bygone age, which is being happil- 
overcome by a new order of things, rv 


Professor Rugg has now attempted a de 
fense of the views espoused in his series of 
textbooks. That.Men May Understand i+ 
meant as a reply to his critics. It is this book 
that is reviewed by the Cresset in the July 
issue of this magazine. (Pp. 32-42.) 


What is it that the Cresset has to say re- 
garding Professor Rugg and his textbooks P 
Unbelievable as it may seem, the Cresset a> 
the highest praise for the subversive tenden— 
cies of Mr. Rugg. To quote: “Harold Rugg, 
as one of the leaders in the progressive edu- 
cation movement in America, has had the 
misfortune of being unjustly attacked and. 
pilloried as a Communist, as a fifth columnist, 
and as the American representative of the 
Kremlin. In this book he deseribes the per- 
secution’ which has come to him and his col- 
leagues as well. He also tells what he at- 
tempted to do in his now famous textbooks. 
To one who has followed the work of Paxson, 
Beard, Turner, and other American historians, 
Rugg’s work is neither startling nor heretical. 
But there is a certain group in the United 
States which tolerates no questioning of the 
present economic or political structure... . 
That Men May Understand is a brilliant de- 
fense of progressive education and an unspair- 
ing J’Accuse of the professional patrioteers. 
It is a book which should be required reading 


for al] Americans.’ 


Were it not for the fact that the Cresset 
has been a persistent offender when it comes 
to the question of expressing itself with re- 
gard to radical tendencies, we would not be 
so ready to take up our pen in warning 
against its blind Jeadership in this direction. 
Because that- happens to be the case, however, 
Wwe cannot but speak against the danger, to 


which it is. exposing those who are numbered 
There 


among its readers within our Chureh. 
and 


is no sense in proclaiming against weeds, 
then permitting them to’ be cultivated right 


wo 


in our own garden. 


The Confessional Lutheran shall in futtre 
issues have to say more regarding the unfor 


tunate socialistic tendencies | of the Cresset. 
ep H...B. 
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© Where Unionism and Socialism Meet 


It is by no means a mere accident that the 
Church is menaced by unionism and socialism 
at one and the same time in our day. For 
unionism and socialism indeed have much in 
common. In fact it is hardly too much to say 
that they are in essence one and the same. 
Unionism is the Chureh’s socialism, and so- 
cialism is the world’s unionism. It is only 
natural, therefore, that in actual practice they 
should, more often than not, go hand in 
hand. 


It is neither merely a matter of accident 
that where unionism and. socialism have en- 
trenched themselves to any considerable de- 
gree in the Church, a spirit of Modernism 
(Rationalism) in the form of ‘“Fundamental- 
ism” or more extreme Liberalism, if not of 
actual philosophical naturalism or even prac- 
tical atheism, should sooner or later put in its 
appearance. Tor these are the logical out- 
come of unionism and socialism. 


It is in these simple, demonstrable truths 
that we can find the explanation of the fact 
that outstanding Modernists in such churches 
aw, & g. some of those affiliated with the 
Federal Council of the Churches of Christ, 
are not only leading advocates of untonism 
and socialism but also outright and ardent 
propagandists even of Marxist Communism, 
ay it exists in godless Russia today. 


It is for this reason also that the Confes- 
sional Lutheran, which is published in the in- 
terest of ecumenical Lutheranism, is at one 
and the same time dedicated to the defense of 
the truth over against unionism and socialism, 
in which two phenomena it recognizes a com- 
mon foe of the Church. 


The truth of the point that we are trying 
to make was clearly realized already a hun- 
dred years ago by that great man whom 
God gave to our Lutheran Church in America, 
Dr. C, F. W. Walther. In marked contrast 
to some present-day Lutheran leaders, Walther 
enjoyed such a measure of critical acumen, 
historical insight, and maturity of judgment 
—-or should we just say Christian enlighten- 
ment—that he could declare; even in his day: 
“The world has really become unionistic, and 
as a result, atheistic. Aside from open un- 
belief, unionism is now the fundamental ill 
among professed Christians.” (Lehre und 
Wehre, XIV, p.1.) 

: 

Indeed, Walther was ‘not :the first great 
churchman to sense in its beginnings the 
advent of what has come about in our day, 


namely,—this, that the world has in an as- 
toundingly short space of time become thor- 
oughly unionistic and socialistic, and, as a 
result, atheistic. Striking as it may scem, the 
Lutheran theologian J. Conr. Dannhauer 
wrote a few years before his death, which 
occurred in 1666: “Perhaps the world will 
soon be astounded to have become so suddenly 
syncretistic,* and as a consequence, atheistic.” 
(This, almost three hundred years ago!) 
Walther remarks regarding this most remark- 
able utterance of nigh three centuries past: 
“That this great divine did not voice an 
empty supposition, but that he, enlightened 
by God’s Word and instructed by a deep in- 
sight into the history of the Church of all 
times, correctly interpreted the signs of the 
times, this no one can deny.” And, with 
an acumen akin to that of Dannhauer, Wal- 
ther adds: “What Dannhauer predicted be- 
forehand these two hundred years ago, that 
we now see literally fulfilled before our cyes.” 
(Loe. cit.) 


Unionism and socialism have this in com- 
mon at bottom that they in some degree or 
another reject the authority of God (as it is 
revealed in His inspired Word, so far as the 
Chureh is concerned; as it is revealed by 
nature and in the conscience: of man, in the 
case of the State) or relegate it more or less 
to the background of things, and substitute 
for it the authority of man, and more espec- 
ially of some social group, ecclesiastical or 
secular; local, national, or international, as the 
case may be. The voice of whatever group 
they have chosen to follow is everything to 
unionists and socialists. That voice will, more 
often than not, be found, upon closer inspec- 
tion, to be the voice of a single man, or of 
a small group of men at best. But the multi- 
tude blindly follows the ideas—the ideology— 
of such an individual or of such a group of 
individuals. It is for this reason that there 


*“Syncretism”’ for all practical purposes means simply 
unionism. This interesting word, from the Greek syn- 
kretizein, is commonly understood as referring to the 
one-time inhabitants of Crete, concerning whom the 
Scriptures have certified: ‘‘One of themselves, even a 
prophet of their own, said, The Cretians are always 
Mars, evil beasts, slow bellies.” (Tit. 1, 12.) So derived, 
it would mean, literally, to join others in speaking or 
shouting forth the most perverse things, like Cretians. 


Walter calls attention to the fact that Dannhauer’s 
striking words are evidently a play on the rather similar 
words of Jerome, with reference to an earlier age. of 
the Church: ‘‘The whole world breathed a sigh of 
wonderment over having become Arianistic."” (Joc, cit.) 
Broadly speaking three azes of marked defection can 
be distinguished in the New Testament Church,—1) 
Arianism, representing the first great rise of fatal error 
within the Church, with its denial of the eternal deity 
of Christ, which was dealt with in the Nicene Council 
and its creeds in the year 325; 2)Roman Catholicism, 
the culminating mystery of iniquity and specific Papisti- 
cal Antichristian character of which were revealed in 
the Reformation at the close of the Middle Ages: 3) 
the complete ‘Modernism’ of the last times, which haa 
come to a head in our own day. 
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is such an emphasis on persons, mere per- 
sons considered by themselves (the Fuehbrer- 
prinzip), wherever unionism or socialism pre- 
vail. Such persons are regarded as men of 
authority in a very particular sense of the 
word. Their assertions, however wild they 
may be, backed up by their signature, or it 
may be their picture, is enough for the multi- 
tude that follows them. 


So far as the Church is concerned, the re- 
jection of divine authority begins with a vic- 
ious theory of “open questions” (whether 
specifically so called or not), in accordance 
with which varying “interpretations” of clear 
passages of Scripture are allowed and cate- 
gorically declared ‘“non-divisive’ of church- 
fellowship, thus making it possible for error 
to exist side by side with the truth, to thrive, 
and finally to supplant it. In its ultimate 
reaches such a theory must of necessity be 
totally destructive of Biblical truth. hat is 
why Walther, in his conflict with American 
Lutheranism (the Iowa Synod) with reference 
to this theory, declared: “The modern theory, 
that there are open questions among the 
clearly revealed doctrines of God’s Word is 
the most dangerous unionistic principle of 
our time, which necessarily leads to skepti- 
cism, and eventually to naturalism.” (Lehre 


und Wekre, XIV, p. 319.) 


As an example of what is being produced 
in the name of Christianity by unionistic and 
socialistic tendencies today, witness the fol- 
lowing, from the Protestant Digest of Jan., 
1940: “The world is God’s body. It 
helongs to God who gives it freely to be 
broken. for’ men. The Lord’s supper . ... 
symbolizes this gift. To partake of this gift 
is perhaps the highest religious act. To plow 
the earth and plant there seed and to harvest 
and break the wheat for bread, these are 
the age-old ritual of religion.” (P. 5.) 


As to the manner of their operation, union- 
ism and ‘socialism are identical in that they 
are. necessarily totalitarian, They are them- 
selves, in their totality, everything. Nothing 
else counts for anything. Nothing dare stand 
in their way, Like the voice of a god, they 
subject everything under their control. So 
far as the Church is concerned, a beginning 
toward such totalitarianism has been made 
whenever a church is ready to decree that 
by virtue of its own “authority some false 
teaching is to be accorded an equal place 
beside the Word of God by its..being-‘cate- 
gorically declared ‘“non-divisive” of fellow- 


ship, or, in other words by declaring questions 


which have once and for all been closed by 


Seripture to be open questions after all: or; 

when it decrees that its decisions and regula~ 

tions in matters that ought ta be left oper 

are binding upon those who are under the 
‘ “e S. » 

sway of its “authority. 


As for the final aim and hope of unionisn 
and socialism, they have this in common that 
they dream of a utopian golden age of one 
sort or another, ecclesiastical or secular, as 
the case may be, that is to come upon earth. 
That is why Walther said of socialistic com- 
munism: “Communism is nothing else than 
what chiliasm is in the Chureh. Connnunism 
is the world’s chiliasm.” (Communism and 


Socialism, 1886, ». 17.) 


All that belongs to a fuller discussion 
under this head is intimately related to, and 
can indeed be said to be comprised in, what 
is expressed by the term “Social Gospel.” 
This “gospel,” in distinction from the Gospel, 
in its true character and aims, brushing aside 
such important distinctions as, for instance, 
a proper distinction of the Church and_ the 
State, actually envisions, expects, and prom- 
ises the establishment of a kingdom of God. 
as an external, visible organization, a celestial 
civilization, here on earth.) Cp. e.g., Fop. 
Comment., N. ‘I’., U, p. 226f.) Contrary to 
Scripture, it entertains the evolutionary hope 
of actually secing this world become a better 
place to live in. Its.advoeates do not believe 
the solemn assurance of Seripture, according 
to which ‘evil men and seducers shall wax 
worse and worse, deceiving and being deceiy- 
ed” (II Tim. 8, 18), and according to which 
such perilons times sha]] come, in the last 
days, as are described, c. g., in I] Vim. 3, Iff 
and elsewhere, They do not believe that the 
most the Church can do in such a world is 
to preach the Gospel as a witness against the 
nations and save itself from such an untoward 
generation. They believe that by their in- 
genuity they can achieve what God has warn- 
ed his children never to look for on earth, 
lest, sorely deluded by reality, their misguided 
faith give way to wavering and doubt. 50 
far as the Church is concerned—and it is 
important to the advocates of this modern 
‘theory to conceive of the Church as a visible, 
social entity, and, accordingly to contend for 
their view of a ‘‘visible side” of the (invisible) 
-Chureh over ‘against those who hold the true 
’ Seriptural view of Christ’s kingdom—so far 
-as the Church is concerned, the advocates 
of this false theory hope to. achieve their 
‘aims, among other things, through. external 
bigness, brought about by ‘eeclesiasti¢al*céali- 
“tion that ignores, every .Scriptural endeavor 
-to keep the unity of the Spirit. This unity, 
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is expressed and recognized so far as it can 
be recognized, by a common acceptance anid 
expression of one and the same faith in one 
and the same cternal, divine truth, and 
is the only thing in this world that can make 
for a maximum of peace and love among 
men. “Lend no car to prophets of doom’’— 
that is the constant and unvarying theme of 
advocates of this theory; “better days are 
coming.” Haleyon days are promised. And 
the hastening of their realization is made 
dependent on, and assured with, acceptance 
of the theory of such misguided enthusiasts. 

As an illustration of an expression of all 
or most of the elements of the evil on which 
we have been dwelling, we offer the most 
pertinent excerpts of a prayer by James 
Hilton, author of the “Lost Horizon,” which 
was reprinted in the February, 1941, issue of 
the Iowa Parent-Teacher, official publication 
of the Iowa Congress of Parents and ‘Teach- 
ers, to witi-—~ 


“Let us pray to God, The Unconquer- 
able Spirit in Man: ... 

“Befriend the victims of injustice and 
equate the rewards of labor nearer to the 
needs of man; and accustom us to work, 
not for the snatched profit, but for the 
common good and for the planned destiny 
of mankind. 


“Give patience to those who wait rest- 
lessly for this, and hope to those who have 
ceased to believe that it will come; and 
fill our hearts with faith in a Kingdom of 
Heaven which our children’s children may 
some day find on earth. Amen.” 


Answering the question as to how far such 
perverse views have made inroads in the Luth- 
eran Chureh of America, we might refer to 
the pastor of a Jarge church within the 
American Lutheran Conference. As be holds 
forth, time and again, on his pet theme of 
chiliastic expectations, he can be heard dang- 
ling a vision-to-be-desired before his Sunday 
congregation and radio audience, and then 
declaring: “Socialism. and Communism will 
not achieve it. But when Christ comes we 
shall have equal distribution and every man 
will, sit under his own figtree,’ 


Is there any inclination to entertain any 
such views, to tolerate them, among us? In 
answer we reply: look about and sce. Look 
particularly at the ill-considered union resolu- 
tions adopted at the 1938 convention of the 
Missouri Synod, Look at what has been 
written im an attempted, defense of those 
untenable ‘resolutions in official and unofficial 
Missourian publications. 


We say, look about and see! For God asks 
you to decide the question which has been 
asked. You cannot and dare not simply leave 
such matters blindly to officials, committees, 
and conventions. For, these have often erred. 
And anyone who asks you to do so is the 
very one you should distrust first and most, 

Beyond the simple suggestion we have 
made, we wish to state that Walther’s essay 
on the subject of syncretism and a syncretistic 
theory of open questions with reference to 
American Lutheranism, as it is contained in 
Lehre und Wehre, Vol. XIV, pp. 1-4; 33-39; 
66-70, should be read in its entirety by every- 
one who is earnestly interested in coming to 
a clear understanding of one of the basic 
issues that is involved in a vital controversy 
that has engaged the Missouri Synod through- 
out most of its existence and which has flared 
up anew today. Walther’s essay should be 
on the “Must” jist in the present controverted 
union movement among Lutherans in Amer- 
ica. 


Pp. H. B. 


@ Walter’s Theses on the Modern 
Theory of Open Questions 
(Continued) 


Resuming our discussion of Walther’s Thes- 
es on the Modern Theory of Open Questions, 
we again want to call attention to what has 
been pointed out in the beginning of this 
discussion,—namely, that, following the in- 
troductory thesis, ‘Theses H]-VI were meant 
to answer certain objections and to clear 
away a number of important misunderstand- 
ings. It was noted that more careful study 
is required for the discussion of these theses 
than for the remaining ones. Our discussion 
of these five theses, which, following the in- 
troductory thesis constitute the first main por- 
tion of Walther’s propositions, was concluded 
in the February issue of this Journal. 

It has 
the second portion of | his propositions, that 
is, in Theses VII-XIV,* Walther directly at- 


tacked the false modern theory of open, 


questions (Modernism), ‘as it has always been 
represented in America by the Iowa Synod,, 
and as it is still championed by the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church today.* In_ his’ final 
thesis, XV, Walther summarizes his conelu- 
sions and warns against the extreme’ danger 
of the false modern theory of open questions, 
showing what it eventually leads ‘to. oe 


* Cp, also h i 1 Aur. 
payee ‘lso Lutheran Witness, 1X, 16 (Aug. 6, 1940), 
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also been pointed | out that in 


{ 


It will be readily seen that these remaining 
theses are so simple and clear that they really 
require but little discussion. We again wish 
to remind our readers, however, that ample 
material bearing on them, written by Walther 
himself, is to be found in the latter’s classic 
essay on “The False Props of the Modern 
Theory of Open Questions,” in Lehre und 
Wehre, Vol. XIV, and in the translation of 
that essay as it appeared in the Concordia 
Theological Monthly, beginning with the issue 
of April, 1989. It is again to be noted, how- 
ever, that in the latter translation this essay 
has been emasculated in some of its most 
vital portions, and that the translation itself 
is not always wholly reliable. 


With these observations in mind, we shall 
do little more than present a translation of 
Walther’s remaining theses here, particularly 
so since we have, in view of the present situ- 
ation, preferred to discuss many of the things 
that are pertinent to them in connection with 
the theses which have already been discussed. 

We feel that it is necessary to add one 
earnest word of warning. It is this: Let 
no one who has read Walther’s simple, 
clear theses on this all-important subject, 
and who himself champions conflicting views, 
as is the case with one and another Lutheran 
theologian today, dare claim that Walther’s 
position is identical with his own. And _ let 
no one blindly follow those who make such 
false, mistaken claims in the present contro- 
verted union movement. For to do so would 
involve permitting the making of a false wit- 
ness of Walther and besmirching his great 
name (Mt. 5, 19). It will, moreover, lead 
to endless confusion in the Church. And that, 
no matter how good and sincere one’s inten- 
tions may be. Over against such a situation 
everyone of us is in Christian duty bound to 
rise up in protest. 


Walther’s Theses, VII-XIV, now follow:— 


Thesis VII 


“No man has the liberty, and no man dare 
be accorded the liberty, to believe or to teach 
differently from what God has revealed in 
His Holy Word, whether this pertain to pri- 
mary or secondary fundamental articles of 
faith, fundamental or non-fundamental doc- 
trines, matters of faith or of life, historical 
or other matters that are the subject of 
natural investigation, matters that are import- 
ant or apparently unimportant.” 


Thesis VIII 


The Church is to instigate -proceedings 
against every departure from the doctrine of 


God’s Word, whether it be a departure on 
the part of teachers or so-called laymen, ol 
individuals or of whole particular churches.” 


Thesis IX 


“Such as stubbornly deviate from God's 
Word, no matter what part of God’s Word 
may be concerned, are to be excluded by the 
Church.” 


Contrary to this thesis and the two pre 
ceding it, the Lutheran Witness has actually 
said, with reference to the well-known “Four 
Points” —including, e. g., the false doctrine 
of the conversion of the Jews, which involves 
the rejection of clear passages of Scripture— 
that the term “non-fundamentals” has been 
used with reference to them in the Missouri 
Synod’s Union Resolutions of 1988 “as identi- 
cal with the term ‘open questions’,” which 
“must remain open questions’. “These nor 
fundamentals,” it is there said, “are indeed 
of a nature that no one can treat a difference 
regarding them as divisive without becoming 
what Walther in his thesis calls schismatic 
or separatistic.” (Luth. Witness) Aug. 6, 19-40, 
p. 275.) 

This far-reaching error of the Lutheran 
Witness is due to a misconception of Walther’s 
position and is based upon a complete mis- 
understanding of the thesis of Walther to 
which reference is made. This plainly appears 
from the Lutheran Witness’s mistranslation of 
that Thesis. The situation is this. In his im 
portant book concerning The True Visible 
Church, Walther makes a distinction between 
sects and schismatic bodies, on the basis of 
I Cor, 11, 18f: “I hear that there be schisms 
among you; and I partly believe it. For there 
must be even sects among you, ete.” In 
Thesis V of the volume named (pp. 24-35) 
Walther defines sects as such bodies as stub- 
bornly err with regard to fundamental doc- 
trines of God’s Word. In Thesis VI he defines 
as schismatic or separatistic communions such 
as destroy the unity of the Church through 
errors which do not subvert the foundation 
of faith, or because of persons, ceremonies, 
or life. (Pp. 38-39. Cp. also p. 118.) The 
Lutheran Witness mistranslates the latter thes- 
is of Walther when it says that Walther ‘“de- 
fines as ‘schismatic communions’ (churches 
keeping up an unjustified division) those 
which destroy the unity of the Church on 
account of. ‘non-fundamental errors ete.’ ” 
(Loc. cit. Our emphasis.) This completely 
reverses the statement of Walther, putting 
the blame for disunity in the Church not on 
those who cause it through their schismatictsm 
or separatism (where Walther put it), but 


? 
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upon those. who refuse to fellowship such 
schismatics or separatists, through whom the 
unity of the Church is actually destroyed. 


As for Walther’s position on external fel- 
lowship by the way, which the Lutheran Wit- 
ness injects into the above situation, this 
subject is, in the volume named, not discuss- 
ed. in the thesis that has been referred to 
at all. It is rather presented in Theses XXI- 
XXV of the same volume, where Walther, 
having set forth with much clearness and at 
length the Confessional position of the Luth- 
eran Chureh with regard to the Seriptures, 
says in unmistakable language that the Luth- 
eran Chureh is the true visible Church of God 
upon earth because, among other things, it 
“denounces- all fraternal and ecclesiastical 
fellowship with those who reject its Confes- 


sion, whether in whole or in part.” (P. 146. 
Walther and the Church, p-.127.) 
Thesis X 


“The fact that the Chureh Militant at- 
tains no higher degree of unity than a 
fundamental. one ** does not prove that 
any error contrary to the Word of God 
can have equal privilege with the truth or 
is to bé tolerated in the Church.” 


Thesis XI 


“(To assume) that Christian dogmas de- 
velop only gradually and that doctrines 
which have not yet undergone this process 
of -development are open questions, mili- 
tates against the doctrine that the Chureh 
of all times is but one and that the’ Scrip- 
tures are the sole and complete source of 
knowledge of Christian religion and the- 
ology.” 


This thesis. is directed against the third 
false prop of the modern theory of open ques- 
tions as represented by the lowa Synod, 
which has been discussed previously, namely, 
—against a false “historical” coneeption ac- 
cording to which doctrines are developed by 
the Church as time goes along, particularly 
during periods of controversy, and only de- 
partures from dogmas so established are ‘to 


be ‘considered divisive of fellowship. Against 
this false modern theory Walter rightly 


and convineingly argues: the Church of all 
times is one. It consists of all believers. What 
is to be’ believed at all times is always ‘one 
and the saine. Walther also shows’ what this 
terrible teaching leads to. It would make of 
the Church a mere philosophical school, whose 


##*Cp. Thesis V, Confessional Lutheran,.1,°7 (July, 
W410), p. 64f, : ? : 


task it is eternally to seek the truth, whereas 
the Church is according to God’s Word 
Christ’s beloved bride, to whom truth has 
actually been entrusted as her most treasured 
dowry, to be kept by her, I Tim. 1, 138f; 
I Tim. 6, 20. 


Walther discussed this subject at length in 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV, pp. 129-141; 161-169. 
(C, T. M., 1989, pp. 415-420; 507-513; 587- 
595.) ° 


Thesis XII 


“(To assume) that those doctrines which 
are not symbolically fixed are to be reckon- 
ed among open questions militates against 
the historical origin of the symbols as well 
‘as against the fact that the same do not 
intend to present a complete system of 
doctrine and that they at the same time 
profess adherence to the entire. content 
of Scripture as the object of the faith of. 
the Church.’ : 


This thesis, likewise directed against the 
Iowa Synod, is closely related to the forego- 
ing one. Material bearing on it will be found 
in Walther’s discussion of the False Props 
of the Modern Theory of Open Questions in 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV, pp. 201-211. (C. T. 
M., 1939, pp. 656-666.) 


Thesis: XIII 


“Also this’ (assumption) that those doc- 
trines with regard to which even teachers 
who are acknowledged as orthodox have 
erred are to be recognized as open ques- 
tions militates against the canonical author- 
ity and dignity of the Seriptures.’ 


This thesis is directed against the fourth 
false prop of the modern- theory of open 
questions. Material bearing on it is tobe 
found in Walther’s discussion: of it in Lehre 
und Wehre, XIV, pp. 233-240. (C. T. M., 
1939, pp. 752-759.) 

Thesis XIV 
“(The contention) that there are Chris; 
tian doctrines of faith: contained® in ‘the 

Seriptures which -are not clearly, plainly, 

and unmistakably contained therein and 

that these are for this very reason to be 
reckoned among opeh questions militates 
against the clarity and thus against thé pur? 
pose or the divine character of the’ Holy 


Seriptures, which purpose to- be a revelation 
of God.” ret : 


In the classic essay of Walther to which 
reference has now been made time and again 
the contention with which Walther. takes is- 


8.1 — 


suc in this thesis constitutes the fifth false 
prop of the modern theory of open questions. 
In his refutation of the false arguments in 
support of this prop, Walther says, with ref- 
erence to the Iowa Synod: “That also the 
prop with which the Iowa Synod accordingly 
seeks to maintain the theory of open ques- 
tions which is cherished also by her is a false 
one, which subverts the foundation of Chris- 
tian faith,—this is, alas, too clear. For she 
does nothing less than to overthrow the 
fundamental doctrine of the clarity of the 
Scriptures.” He likewise states that in the 
Milwaukee Colloquy of the previous year, the 
irreconcilable difference in the basic view of 
the Missouri Synod and the Iowa Synod man- 
ifested itself in the discussion of this subject, 
also according to the admission of the Iowa 
Kirchenblatt itself, official organ of that Syn- 
od, in its report of that colloquy. Cp. Lehre 
u. Wehre, XIV (1868), pp. 297-305. C. T. M., 
Noy., 1989, pp. 827-884. 


In its translation of Walther’s essay, the 
Concordia Theological Monthly, Nov., 1939, 
p. 827) omitted fully a page and a half of 
Walther’s essay, which constitutes precisely 
the most pertinent part of his discussion rela- 
tive to the Iowa Synod with reference to this 
question, (Lehre und Wehre, XIV, p. 297.) 
Anyone who is at all familiar with the facts 
as Walther presents them will have read with 
amazement the altogether unreliable discus- 
sion of Open Questions as it’ is presented 
under the head “Some Forgotten History” in 
the Lutheran Witness of June 25, 1940, where 
it is mistakenly stated that in 1867 the Iowa 
Synod had come to an agreement with the 
Missouri Synod with reference to a correct 
definition of the term “open questions,” and 
that so far as open questions are concerned 
the 1988 resolutions of the Missouri Synod 
accordingly merely stated what has been on 
record for seventy years. (Cp. also the sim- 
ilar ridiculous statement, “The Iowa Synod 
dropped this doctrine’—its open question 
doctrine—‘“in 1867,” in a letter of one of 
the editors of the Lutheran Witness to the 
editor of the Confessional Lutheran published 
“In the Interest of Fairness and Truth,” in 
the July, 1940 issue of this journal, p. 48.) 


It is still to be added with reference to the 
Milwaukee Coloquy of 1867 that in view of 
Iowa’s insistence on speaking of teachings 
concerning which there need be no absolute 
agreement, because they are either not at all 
or not clearly contained in God’s Word, 
Walther stated that on Missouri’s side this 
addition, “which are not altogether clearly 
and unmistakably contained in God’s Word” 


was acceptable only “when taken to be ide: 
tical with not at all contained” therein, (C1' 
u. W., XIV, p. 298.) As an illustration <Z 
what Walther and his colleagues had in miri . 
we might, e. g., suggest the question: whe 
was the exact length of Christ’s ministry _ 
This is one of many examples that might bw 
cited to make clear to any theologian, am 
earnest student of the Scriptures, what is at 
issue here, and what is not. t 


Walther’s concluding thesis, XV, is of suc] 
importance that we shall discuss it separately" 

For the time being we shall conclude our 
discussion by repeating what we have hac 
to emphasize over and over again, viz.: Ax 
proper consideration of Walther’s Theses 
(L. u. W., XIV, p. 318f; C. T. M., XI, 4. p. 
298ff) leaves no room for the false moderm 
theory of open, categorically non-divisive 
questions in the field of Scriptural, Christiam 
doctrine. On the contrary, it demands de- 
nunciation of it. 


(To be Concluded ) 
P. H. OB. 


@ The Dogmatic-Historical Background 
of the Present Union Movement 


5. Objective and Subjective Justification 
(Continued) 


As examples of the manner in which the 
doctrine of objective justification was in for- 
mer years attacked by men of the Iowa and 
Ohio Synods a number of quotations will be 
offered: 


Dr. Geo. Fritschel, then pastor in Fond du 
Lac, Wis., wrote in 1906: “In the course of 
the controversy on predestination the method 
was seen according to which Missouri oper- 
ates when she wishes to give currency to a 
new invention (‘‘Fuendlein”). First the busi- 
ness goes on quietly, only few being initiated. 
As that sower was out when the people slept 
and quietly sowed his ‘seed’, so the ‘seed’ is 
quietly sown. Then quite stealthily feelers 
are sent forth again and again. When a 
watchman somewhere stands guard and raises 
his alarm, there is a careful retreat back 
under cover while the ‘seed’ continues to be 
spread, In the course of time when one is 
quite certain of the men in one’s own camp 
one comes out into the open, first. in Lehre 
und Wehre, then in the Lutheraner. That was 
Missouri’s method in the past, and thus it is: 
still today. We now see how for a long time; 
secretly and under cover, a new doctrine of 
justification has been prepared and is now 
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brought out’ into the open. It may, be .that 
Missouri’s doctrine of predestination is only 
the necessary consequence of this doctrine of 
justification. Indeed, Dr. Pieper’s repeated 
declaration that the predestination contro- 
versy between Ohio and Missouri was bound 
to come because of lack of unity in the doc- 
trine of justification is becoming plausible. 
In the doctrines of election and justification 
Ohio is contending for the historical Lutheran 
position over against Missouri. Tracing back- 
ward the genesis of the justification doctrine 
of Missouri, the first traces, if I mistake not, 
are found in the Synodical Report of 1860 
where we find a number of statements that 
are awry (found also, though quite concealed, 
in the 1859-Report of the Western District). 
Pastor, Brohm was .the. essayist. ‘Che docil 
pupils of Walther in the Norwegian Synod 
had this. essay presented also to them and 
they took the field for the doctrine of the 
univeral justification’ of unbelievers prior to 
faith. The Swedes fought them in a long, 
bitter battle (1862-72), aidéd at the time by 
Prof. Gottfr. Fritschel.” (By ‘the way, how 
does this development, as here reported, 
harmonize with the “method” previously AS- 
cribéd to’ Missouri?) ° 


cer 


‘he Synodical Conference (in 1872), it- 
ie not entirely. clear. on the question (ef. 
ee eeegteee my Life, pe: 356), sought to 
xtr its om its predicament by pub- 
lishing in lieu of an answer to G. Fritschel 
the very essay with its unclear statement, to 
serve as a witness against him. A new sally 
was made in 1883 in the Report of the South- 
crn District. which evidently wasn’t read by 
Missouri's opponents, Again in ; 
time. in Lehre. und Wehre, the new doctrine 
was presented to the public in the form of 
am_ attack upon Philippi’s presentation of the 
Lutheran doctrine. of justification. The attiGele 


nal oad: : F 
as premature, the method a failure, and so 


: was deemed expedient to drop the matter. 
here time, besides. Allwardt, Prof. Gottfr. 
ritschel, as a dying man summoning his last 


strength took the pen in opposition and’ 


peed Missouri’s departure from pure doc- 
rine, be , . 


“He says that at least we (Iowans) bear 
testimony against this assault upon the Luth- 
eran doctrine of justification. ‘An uncondition- 
ed election of grace, an unconditioned justifica- 


tion! An-electi ace wi 
election of grace with no room for. 


faith, a justification without faith!. God in 
§race preserve Lutheran Christians from a 
fall from the articulus stantis et candentis 
ecclesiae’ (thus far Gottfr. Fr.). 


me ee ee 
y this time, it seems, the ‘seeds’ have 


1888, this . 


sprouted and according to old tactics we find 
the proponents of this mew teaching of a 
justification prior to faith and apart from 
faith coming forth boldly into the open, 
They feel certain of victory and presently, 


- no doubt, as in the thirteen Ft. Wayne Theses, 


a new justification prior to faith and apart 
from faith will be formally decreed.” (Sprech- 
saal, Bd. H, pg. 108-105.). 


In the Theologische Zeitblaetter of the 
Ohio Synod the following sentences are found 
on the subject of justification: “Tt must not 
be an indifferent matter to us if the Missouri 
Synod for example teaches that there is no 
difference between natural and wilful resist- 
ance and that, therefore, all men resist alike 
until converted by the Holy Ghost whether, 
they: believe or disbelieve . . . etc. 7 


“Furthermore it does not agree with the. 
Gospel when the personal justification by 
faith is denied while one teaches that all 
men, whether they .believe or not, have. in 
Christ already been personally justified. The 
Gospel does not teach us this way; for ac~ 
cording to the Gospel all men are by nature 
dead in tresspasses and sins, without God 
and without hope. in the: world. They are 
children of wrath-and: children of the devil, 
and only then when through repentence and 
faith they have passed from death to life‘are: 
they personally justified.” (A. A. Dapper, 
Theol. Zeitblaetter, 1914 pg.. 112-115.) 


It is apparent that the writer. of these 
sentences has not understood the difference 
between objective and subjective justification. 
We can speak of “personal” justification or’ 
of God’s accepting sinners. as His children, 
only when we treat of subjective justification 
by faith. 


In the January and April issues of the 
Theologische Quartalschrift of 1940, Prof. 
Meyer gives an exegetical treatment of ob- 
jective justification vis-a-vis of Dr. Lenski’s 
interpretation of Paul’s Letter to the Romans. 
In his excellent study the writer quotes from 
an earlier number of the Quartalschrift a 
number of passages written during the con- 
troversy between Pastor Zorn and two writers 
of the Ohio Synod. Pastor Zorn had dis- 
avowed the false conception that faith in, 
justification is ‘a condition which man must 
fulfill, upon the fulfilment of which condition 
his sins are forgiven. No, the forgiveness is 
offered to man as a blessing which is already 
prepared for him and needs only to be ac- 
cepted by faith. Pastor Zorn then continued: 

“Yes, through the Word of faith, the Gos- 
pel, the forgiveness and justification which 
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has been procured by Christ for all men is 
revealed and offered to us. freely and uncon- 
ditionally. It is not true that God through 
the Gospel announces the redemption wrought 
by Christ and at the same time states the 
condition that must be fulfilled so that He 
may now actually forgive our sins and justify 
us, namely the condition that we first must 
believe. Before faith can at all be spoken 
of, God has already justified us along with 
the whole world and has revealed and offered 
us this justification in the Gospel. And yet 
we must believe in order to possess and enjoy 
the forgiveness of our sins and justification. .. 


“Who, then, possesses this justification? 
He who does not want to achieve it by his 
own works but puts his faith and trust in 
God. To such a man God says: ‘You cannot 
be made just in My sight by your works? 
But you believe and trust My Word that by 
grace for Christ’s sake I justify the ungodly? 
Very well, I give my Amen to that. You, 
too, are just in My sight. Your faith, the 
object of your faith, I account to you unto 
righteousness.’ Thus it is that through faith we 
come to possess the forgiveness of sins and 
justification”. -~ “The forgiveness of sin 
and justification which ‘has. long been in 
readiness for us and is revealed and offered 
in the..Gospel—this we must accept, put our 
trust in it, rely upon it, believe it. . If we 
do not accept it, 
Seriptures, if we reject as invalid the title 
deed which conveys forgiveness to us—well, 
we then do not come into possession and 
enjoyment of forgiveness. .. He that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved, and he that 
believeth not shall be dammed, because he 
rejects the forgivencss of sins ohered in the 
Gospel. Mk. 16, 15. 16. Thus, to be sure, 
we must believe if we are to possess and en- 
jov forgiveness and justification. 7 oo 


This presentation of Dr. Zorn provoked an. 


attack on the part of Pastor Lenski, then 


‘editor of the Ohio Kirchenzeitung, later Pro-. 


fessor of Theology. He summed up his ob- 
jections in three points: 


“I. (In the Missourian presentation) | re- 


conciliation: and personal justification are 
thrown together. so that. ‘there is ‘no -more 
room for a personal justification by faith... . 


Thus the chief and fundamental doctrine ‘of 
Scripture and of the Lutheran Church is de- 


stroyed.” 

(Note: Not the personal justification of 
the individual by faith, but the universal 
justification of mankind already lies in. 
Christ’s reconciliation.) 


if we mistrust the Divine_ 


> aa 


Oe According to this new teaching ©. 
sins of “everyone,” of all men, irrespecti 
of their faith or unbelief were forgiven whi 
Christ accomplished His work of ce 
tion. Thus Missouri destroys the Seri; 
tural doctrine of justification by faith. 


“3. No longer is it to be true that Ga, 
sieiihes in the moment when a poor sinne | 
comes to faith in Christ.” 


This last sentence is a downright distortio: 
of what Pastor Zorn had said about subjec” 
tive justification. 

Following Lenski, Pastor Klindworth alse 
attacked the article of Dr. Zorn. He wrote’ 
“Here a justification without faith is taught 
Seripture knows only of a justification by» 
faith. Seripture teaches: first a man must 
believe, then he is justified, then he receives 
the forgiveness of sins. Just so Luther also 
taught. But here we find a new teaching that 
neither harmonizes with Scripture nor with 
the Confessions of the Church justified 
before we believe! Isn’t that a justification 


without faith?” 


Both Pastor Lenski and Pastor Klindworth 
assailed Dr. Zorn’s presentation because they 
supposed that in this presentation due justic 
was not accorded to the dignity of faith. 
Faith, they supposed, must be more than the 
mere acceptance of a gift already prepared. 
This very point which, as Prof. Meyer cor- 
rectly emphasizes, constitutes the true heart 
of the doctrine of justification these men of 
Ohio branded as a monstrosity. Pastor Lenski 
wroter “Centuries ago a justification of the 
whole world _ now believe it!” “Man is now 
merely to believe the justification which has 
been ready so long ago.” “Faith comes limp- 
ing behind (der Glaube hinkt hinterdrein).” 

Pastor Zorn answered these attacks by 
pointing anew to the true nature of subjective 
justification: “And so by ‘this mere accept- 
ance, by the faith which follows and ‘comes 
limping behind’ the gracious verdict which 
God has spoken Jong ago, the believer is now 
just before God. God says to him: ‘You are 
just in my sight” =To the poor sinner his 
faith is accounted unto righteousness. What 
grace! What comfort! We are sinners but 
God declares the sinner, the godless as just. 
We hear this. We believe it. And God says: 
“You are now just in my sight’. Because you 
accept and believe my verdict you can stand 
in my presence (Rom. 4, 5). Quartalschrift, 
Apr. 1940 pg. 119ff.) 


(To he continued) 
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Objective and Subjective Justification (Conc!) 
— Unionism — Looking for a Visible Side of 
the Invisible Church. 


Polemics 


Polemics is “the art or practice of support- 
ing or disputing an opinion or argument, 
especially in religious matters.’ (Winston’s 
Loose-Leaf Dictionary.) ‘The Concordia Cyclo- 
pedia says, p. 590f, that polemics is the con- 
troversia] side of theology. 


“Satan, the world, and the flesh are con- 
stantly bent on falsifying the Word of God 
or the pure doctrine. Had no one ever con- 
tended against error from the days of Athan- 
asius to our own, the knowledge of salvation 
would long ago have disappeared from the 
face of the earth, and thus the salvation of 
innumerable souls would be undone.’ Thus, 
the Concordia Cyclopedia on the reason for 
polemics. In support of this proposition Dr. 
Walther is quoted: “He who performs what 
God commands cannot but be blessed in time 
and eternity. Yea, even though we should, 
on account of our struggle for the pure 
doctrine of our Church, stand disgraced be- 
fore men to the Last Day, if we but persevere, 
remaining firm and steadfast in the fight, the 
Last Day shall be our coronation day, as 
surely as God is just and true...” We must 
assert the truth and combat error daily and 
everywhere. 


In the earlier years of the Reformation, 


the great Erasmus was tempted to try his 
hand and head against Luther. In the preface 
to his argument he told Luther that he did 
not delight in assertions. In answer to this, 
Luther, as in courtesy bound, estimated Fras- 
mus to be of a benevolent mind and a lover 
of peace. But Luther then also says: “Not, 
to delight in assertions is not the character 
of the Christian mind; nay, the Christian 
must delight in assertions, or he is not a 
Christian. But (that we may not be mistaken 
in terms) by assertion I mean a_ constant 
adhering, confirming, confessing, defending, 
and invincibly persevering.” (Cole-Atherton, 
The Bondage of the Will, p. 18f.) St. Paul 
wrote to the Corinthians, I-14.8: “If the 
trumpet give an uncertain sound, who shall 
prepare himself to battler” Timothy was 
told: “Preach the Word, be instant in season, 
out of season; reprove, rebuke, exhort with 
all longsuffering and doctrine.” I] Tim. 4, 2. 

Such truths as the above must be disagree- 
able to church “diplomats” who seek peace 
at most any price, and who seek union with- 
out unity in all points of Christian doctrine. 
But these truths’ were the guide-posts for the 
1929 Delegate Convention of the Missouri 
Synod at River Forest in its resolutions on 
inter-synodical matters. (Cp. Proceedings, p. 
112f.) These resolutions deserve to be quot- 
ed in full, Of particular interest we find 
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the part which treats of public discussion of 
doctrinal differences, to wit: 


“5) We finally recommend that Synod 
instruct the editorial staff of the various 
periodicals of our organization, that the 
Seriptural doctrines concerned, together 
with old and new differenees in doctrine, 
be treated in more extensive articles during 
the next year. The various district synods 
and conferences are likewise to be urged 


to choose topics treating the Scriptural 
doctrines in question during the next 
years.” 


This was the last point of the convention 
committee report of that year, 1929. The 
report was adopted in full, It meant that, 
for example, the Lutheran Witness should 
bring extensive polemical articles on the dif- 
ferences in doctrine between groups which 
now make up the American Luthcran Church, 
and the Norwegian Lutheran Chureh (the 
American Lutheran Conference) on the one 
hand, and the Synodical Conference on the 
other hand.* It meant that at district synods, 
that is, the conventions at which our lay- 
delegates arc present, polemics should be 
rarried on against the false opinions and 
arguments of other Lutherans. In short, It 
meant a public discussion of doctrinal differ- 
ences which were current at the time, 1929. 


Politicians often object to trying a case in 
the newspapers, But in the Chureh we must 
discuss doctrinal differences in such ways 
and in such places as to inform our lay 
membership and to enable them to take part 
in doctrinal diseussions. ‘Che Church’s laiety 
ws well as its pastors must judge all things 
on the basis of Holy Writ. We must not 
forget that half the votes at our conventions 
arc those of Iaymen. And the pastor of a 
local congregation is greatly aided in his 
work if he can point to simple and reliable 
discussions of doctrinal differences in our 
church periodicals —discussions which show 
why we are necessarily separate from some 


other Lutherans, 
Shall we continue to be as wise as we 
were in 1929? There are old and new dif- 


ferences in doctrine now between the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod. 


Polemies must be continued. 
G. Schweikert. 


*We are heartily in aceord with the sentiment ¢x- 
pressed by Dr. Pfotenhauer when he reminded the edi- 
Yorjial staff of the Lutheran Witness that it has a great 
responsibility in the present union movement.—Ed. 


& Ominous Silence 


At the Ft. Waye Convention of the Missouti 
Synod in June Dr. Theo, Engelder, membet 
of the Misouri Synod’s Committee on Luther | 


-an Union, made it plain beyond possibility of} 


doubt that doctrinal unity unfortunately does; 
not exist between the Missouri Synod and the 

American Lutheran Church. He showed 

length, and most convincingly, that this holds 

true as regards the doctrine of Seripture, Jus , 
tification, Election, and still other matters; 
Referring to the statements by the Americal! 
Lutheran Church and its leaders at its com 

ventions at Sandusky in 1988, at Detroit it 

1940, and at the American Lutheran Confer 

ence Convention af Minneapolis in 1940, be 

stated that official declarations of - the} 
American Lutheran Church fill us with alam 
and disappointment, Comparing the situatiol | 
that confronts us today with the sitvation 
which many believed to obtain in 1938, he | 
stated: “We are now not closer together, but 

farther apart than we were in 1988.” 


Unfortunately the correctness of Dr, Engel 
der’s statements is borne out by almost everl | 
official utterance regarding the anion move | 
ment on the part of the American Lutheras 
Church that has been put on record, Nemer | 
ous publications aud constantly reiterated | 
statements testify to the truth of what we say | 
in such a manner as to convince the most 
skeptical if they will but take the trouble to 
examine the record, : 


, 
Onc publication of the American Luthera? | 
Chureh which in particular brings out, some | 
of the fundamental errors for which it con 
tinues to contend most earnestly appearté 
somewhat more than a year ago, It is titled 
“In the Interest of Lutheran Unity.” (Luther- 
an Book Concern, Columbus, Ohio.) Not only 
is this publication an official publication of 
the American Lutheran Church, but it is oe 
of the most significant documents that appeal 
ed jn the entire present union movemert 
among Lutherans in America. Without a ques 
tion, it is also so regarded by its promoters 
For, in the American Lutheran Chureh’s cam 
paign of reaching out one hand to the right 
and—literally-~another hand to the Jeft, in 2? 
endeavor that is meant to draw all Luthera™ 
of America into one great unionistice fellow 
ship, The Board of Education of the Americit 
Lutheran Chareh, through the presidents ° 
the various synodical bodies, offered to supply 
every Lutheran minister in the United States 
and in the Canadian Dominion with a copy 
of this publication, Besides an introductot 


“Open Letter to the Lutheran Pastors of the 
— 86-—~ 


United States and Canada” by President Em. 
Poppen of the American Lutheran Church, 
this publication contains two lectures by Dr. 
Ren, one on Unionism, and the other on the 
Scriptures, showing where the American Luth- 
tran Church stands with references to ques- 


tons bearing on these subjects. [ts main ap- 
peal is directed to the Missouri Synod jn par- 
tieulay 


Strange as it may seem, this publication has 
uy to the present time not been reviewed in 
any one of the several officia] Missouri Synod 
publications, In view of the present circum- 


‘stances, this must be regarded as ominous 


silence indeed. We have heard a great deal 
about truth meeting error these days. But does 
not seem that error is sometimes permitted 
to run rampant while avowed advocates of 
lath remain strangely silent in this present 
inion movement ? 


Anexcellent series of articles on one of the 
jortions of the pamphlet in question, namely, 
on Dr, Reu’s lecture on the Seriptures, has 
during past months been published in the 
utheran Sentinel, official organ of the Nor- 
Wegian Lutheran Synod, over the signatare 
of Rev, George Lillegard. his series of ar- 
tides has also been reprinted in the Wiscen- 
son Synod Quartalschrift. So that at least 
some Misourian brethren may be familiar 
with the official present position of the Amer- 
‘tan Lutheran Chureh with regard to the 
Scriptures, the Confessional Lutheran will 
vublish the series of articles by Rev. Geo. 
Lillegard. The first tnstallment of Pastor Lil- 
legard’s series of articles appears in this issue 
Sf our journal. Also an article on the other 
lecture contained in the A.L.C. pamphlet on 
Jnionism will be published later, 


Let it be said again and again that we do 
Rot merely “suspect” the American Lutheran 
Church of safeguarding un-Scriptura] tenden- 
tics and false doctrines in statements contain- 
td in the Declaration which was submitted to 
the Missouri Synod in the movement towards 
thion in 1988, as some ill-informed brethren 
have supposed. The American Lutheran 
Church bas plainly stated its mistaken posi~ 
tion, and continues to do so over and over 
‘gain, It boldly asks for toleration of error, 
and,on such a basis alone, courts—-not true 
doctrinal unity, for which it has never asked— 
nt mere unjonistic pulpit and altar fcllow- 
ship, In view of such a situation, we must 
ask, among other things, whether we are de- 
termined to keep our own pulpits pure, and 
Whether our pews are to remain free from 
‘pitits who would insist on the desecration of 


our altars. Nothing Jess than this is at stake 
in the present union movement. 


It may be well to point out also that the 
contents of the pamphlet “In the Interest 
of Lutheran Unity comprises the substance 
of leetures which Dr Reu bas held at “‘free’’ 
intersynodical conferences during the past 
three years. Going up and down the land, 
this sadly erring theologian of the American 
Lutheran Church has largely become the in- 
structor of Missouri Synod pastors. That is 
one of the situations which must be faced as 
long as intersynodical conferences are to be 
continued in the manner in which they have 
been held since 1938. If the influence of Dr. 
Reu’s false theology, which, like all error, 
apeals so strongly to the flesh, is to be nulli- 
fied, it is important that pastors of the Mis- 
sourt Synod, and of the Synodical Conference 
generally, be familiar with the fundamental 
evrors of American CUutheranism, and forti- 
fied against any advance that such errors may 
threaten to make. Only thus can the heritage 
of truth which is ours be preserved unto our- 
selves and our children. If there is ever by 
the grace of God to be a true union between 
members of the American Lutheran Church 
and of the Missouri Synod, this can be effect- 
ed only by our testifying to the truth in no 
uncertain terms, and while rejecting error in 
every form, offering to share our treasures of 
truth with others, Jt can never be effected 
by our permitting the errors of others to be 
imported into our midst. 


A! careful study of the series of articles on 
the pamphlet “In the Interest of Lutheran 
Unity,” which the Confessional Lutheran has 
begun to present in this issue, will bear a rich 
reward for every earnest reader. 


P. H. B. 


The Position of the American 
Lutheran Church With Regard 
To the Holy Scriptures* 


As is known to our readers, the Missouri 
Synod and the American Lutheran Church 
have agreed on a set of doctrinal statements 
which, it is claimed, settle all doctrinal dif- 
ferences between them in matters of church- 
divisive importance. Some of us, however, 
have not been satisfied that actual agreement 
had been reached and have expresed our ob- 
jections to the statements at issue acordingly. 


* his is the first instaliment of the series of articles 
hy Pastor Litegard which his been referred to above. 
The title has been supplied by the editor of ‘he Confes- 
sional Luthoran, 
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For this we have been severely criticized as 
“separatists and fanatics.” But “history re~ 
peats itself.’ When the Norwegian Synod 
adopted “Opgjoer,’** 1912, those who ob- 
jected to it as a compromise were publicly 
attacked by Dr. H. G. Stub for deserting the 
old Norwegian Synod doctrine and adopting 
a fanatical “New-Missourianism.” But then 
Dr. J. N. Kildahl of the Norwegian United 


Church published a frank statement, asserting 


that “Opgjoer,” so far from being ‘Synod 
doctrine,” contained only the anti+Missourian 
teachings for which be had always contended 
—thus justifying every objection that the 
“Minority’*** had raised to it. So now; Dr. 
M. Reu, the leading theologian. of the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church, publishes a pamphlet, 
entitled IN THE INTEREST OF LUTHER- 
AN UNITY, which demonstrates that he is 
as far from adopting “old Missouri” teachings 
as ever. Tor in this pamphlet he makes propa- 
ganda for “anti-Missourian” views on UNION- 
ISM and on SCRIPTURE, which should open 
the eyes of all but the wilfully blind to the 
hoHowness and futility of the so-called “doc- 
trinal agreements” between his Church and 
the Missouri Synod. His pamphlet was offered 
free to all Lutheran pastors, and practically 
all except those of the Missouri Synod receiv- 
ed copies. It is, therefore, a public document, 
officially endorsed by the American Lutheran 
Chureh, so that we must judge the doctrinal 
statements of the A.L.C. in the light of the 
fuller discussion in Dr, Reu’s pamphlet.**** 
We shall not here discuss the first essay, on 
UNIONISM,***** but only, point out that it 
contends for views regarding pyrayer-fellow- 
ship which the Missouri Synod hitherto has 
condemned even to the point of barring from 
its felowship anyone who actively proclaimed 
such views. We shall, however, consider more 
at length his essay on WHAT IS SCRIP- 
TURE AND HOW CAN WE BECOME CER- 
TAIN OF ITS DIVINE ORIGIN? 

** A Norwegian word meaning ‘agreement. ‘The 
unionistic agreement embodied in the “Opgjoer’’ of 1912 
resulted in the organization of the Norwegian Lutheran 


Church of America by three separate bodies, including 
the greater portion of the former Norwegian Synod, in 


1917,—P. IL B. 

*** Those within the Norwegian Synod who refused to 
endorse the un-Seriptural ‘“‘Opgijoer."". They have per- 
petuated the Norwegian Synod to this day, and. are af- 
filiated with the Synodical Conference.—P.H.L. 

*#** Dr. Rew was a member of the Commission of the 
A.L.C. which negotiated with a similar committce of the 
Missouri Synod, and the chief author of the Declaration 
of the American Lutheran Church.—P.H.B. 


x4#4%% This essay will be discussed in a later issue of 
the Confessional Lutheran.—P.H.B. 


A False Emphasis on the “Human Factor”, in 
the Inspiration of the Scriptures****"*"* 


After studying this essay; we underst, 
better why the A.L.C. was not satisfied to ae 
cept Missouri’s “Brief Statement” on the rr, . 
Scriptures without adding three paragra J?) 
of its own, in which the fact was emp?” __ 
sized that “the authors of the Bible were 1?” _ 
ing, thinking personalities, each having ix 
peculiar style, his own manner of presen’? 
tion, using at times even various sources an 
hand.”” For the chief peculiarity of Dr, Re: eae 
essay is that it throughout stresses the HU? 
AN side of the Seripture and attacks tho”, 


“ 


whose sole concern is to demonstrate its LC 
VINE origin for “degrading the authors of &) 
Biblical books to dead writing machines w ]’ © 
without any inner participation wrote dow 
word for word what was dictated to them EP 
the Spirit.” He says that “we meet this do'“ 
trine in the Lutheran Church occassionally af~ 
ready during the sixteenth century, more fré~ 
quently in the seventeenth century although ae 
ean hardly be called the carmark of the prd“ 
sentation of all orthodox dogmaticians”; an‘'7 
adds that “there are hardly many among ul 


who cling to this MECHANICAL THEORY .* 


(p. 68.) 

When we compare Dr. F. Pieper’s thoroug] 
presentation of the orthodox doctrine of thé¢ 
inspiration of Scripture in his CHRISTLICHE 
DOGMATIK, we find that he defends those 
whom Dr. Reu attacks, and proves in detai] 
that there never were any Lutheran teach- 
ers who thus “degraded” the authors of the 
inspired word to mere machines. . . .******% 

The contrast between Dy. Reu’s treatment 
of the doctrine of Inspiration and Dr. Pieper’s 
is complete. We shall in later articles cal] 
attention to some of the differences in detail. 
Here we shall make only the further general 


*eEee* Title supplied by editor of Confessiona) Luth- 


eran.—P.H.B. 
¥#KEEEE We have ommilted the following in ‘the text 
above, preferring to place it in a footnote here:— 

“He says, to quote a brief section: ‘It is then, an 
historically untrue statement to say with regard to the 
orthodox doctrine of inspiration, as e.g. Luthardt does: 
“The relationship of the Holy Ghost to Scripture Is 
thought ‘to be, not this that he works by means of the 
intellectual activity of the Biblical writers, but only ex- 
ternally by means of the hand of the writing persons.’ 
Cremer gets even farther away from the path of histor- 
ical veracity when he says concerning the (Lutheran) 
dogmaticians' doctrine of inspiration; ‘This doctrine was 
an out and out innovation. Only the idea of ecstasy was 
lacking to bring about a renewal of the doctrine of Philo 
and the old Apologetes, which the Church had with one 
accord given up in opposition to Montanism. But the 
lack of this idea only made matters worse, in that the 
mantic inspiration was degraded to a mechanical inspir- 
ation.’ We see that Cremer Jost complete control of the 


historical facts as well as of himself when he wrote the 
The ridicule which modern the- 


words quoted ahove. 
ologians heap on the expressions ‘amanuensis, calam! 
(pens),’ ete.,; does neither their intelligence nor their 
truthfulness eredit. (1, 279-280. Tr. from the German by 
G. O. L.)"-~P.ALB. 
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observation that Dr. Pieper’s presentation in- 
spires faith in Scripture as in truth the Word 
of God, while Dr. Reu’s, although aiming to 
build up faith in the divine origin of Serip- 
ture, leaves one with the impression that the 
whole matter is pretty difficult and doubtful, 
with nothing better to build upon at times 
than “a certain holy awe” which, Dr. Reu 
says, “kept me always from the assumption 
of errors in the original copies of the Serip- 
ture and its parts; even the mere possibility 
of errors seemed to me excluded by this rev- 
erential fear.” (P. 70.) Now it is good and 
right that we all have such reverential fear 
over against Scripture. But it helps no man 
to “become certain of the divine origin of the 
Bible” to advance such subjectivistic argu- 
ments, The one answer to every doubt con- 
cerning Seripture is the word of Seripture 
itself. This truth Dr. Reu, indeed, admits also; 
but only in such a manner that it comes as a 
sort of “last refuge,” instead of being the 
initial basis, the sole foundation, for faith 
in Seripture, as the Word of God. 


It is not strange, then, that the liberal Unit- 
ed Lutheran Church, with its many modern- 
istic theologians who openly deny the inspira- 
tion of Scripture, should be able to “gulp 
down” the statement on Scripture which com- 
mittees of the U.L.C. and the A.L.C. had 
agreed upon.******* For that satement was 
in all essentials the same as the paragraphs 
which the A.L.C. made a part of its agree- 
ment with the Missouri Synod, and which 
leave room for such teachings as these of 
Dr. Reu with their antagonism to orthodox 
Lutheran doctrine. So we have this strange 
situation, that the United Lutheran Church 
agrees officially with the American Lutheran 
Church on the doctrine of Seripture, and the 
Amercian Lutheran Church agrees officially 
with the Misouri Synod, but the U.L.C. at the 
same time rejects the Missouri Synod’s doc- 
trine, “Iwo things equal to the same thing 
are equal to each other.” By all the Jaws 
of logic, the U.L.C. and the Missouri Synod 
ought to be officially agreed on the doctrine 
of Scripture; but as a matter of historical 
fact, they are not; and yet the A.L.C. agrees 
with both! Such are the results when broad- 
minded “middle-of-the-roaders” hold out their 
hands to both right and left and seek to be- 
come the connecting link between opposing 


teheeoee This is a reference to President Knubel’s no- 
torious statement at the Omaha Convention of the 
U.1.C. in 1940, which called forth considerable ridicule 
upon Lartheranism in the public press, The statement 
of the A.L.C. in question was adopted by a majority of 
t.i.C. convention delegates in spite of strong opposition 
on the part of an even more Jiberal element that would 
not ‘gulp.’-—-PL HOB, 


parties. There is something worse than self- 
deception or intellectual dishonesty at the 
root of such a situation. It is unfaithfulness 
to the Word of God, building the walls of 
Zion with untempered mortar, calling good 
evil and evil good. And the only remedy is 
repentence and a return to the sound princi- 
ples of the Bible which orthadox dogmaticians 
and ‘“‘the fathers’? championed. 


(To be continued) 


Geo, O. Lillegard, in the Lutheran Sentinel 
Norwegian Synod), Jan. 18, 194]. 
g J 


® A Burning Question 


IN the May issue of the Journal of Theol- 
ogy Pastor E. J. Boerger, a member of the 
American Lutheran Church, offers an article 
on “Free Will and the Grace of God.” He 
touches on certain points of doctrine which 
have been in dispute in the Lutheran Church 
of our country for nearly seven decades and 
which have never been définitely settled to 
this day. Those who are stil] unable to see the 
ambiguities in the Chicago Theses and in the 
“Declaration” of the American Lutheran 
Chureh, behind which pertinent differences are 
hidden, will find in Pastor Boerger’s state- 
ments additional evidence for their belief that 
intersynodical negotiations have been a won- 
derful success and that the American Luther- 
an Church has by this time abandoned its old 
tenets and accepted the doctrine of the Syn- 
odical Conference. 


However, do Pastor Boerger’s statements 
really justify such an optimistic view? True, 
he eonfesses “sola gratia” as well as univer- 
sal grace. But our opponents have through- 
out the whole controversy protested that they 
cling to these two cardinal truths and that 
all accusations to the contrary are calumnies. 
Pastor Boerger says many more things which 
are right and good. But he fails to clucidate 
one crucial point, and that is the question 
whether he believes in a like conduct or in a 
dissimilar conduct on the part of those on 
whose hearts the Holy Ghost works through 
the Word. This is the very difference which 
sixty-nine vears ago caused the whole con- 
troversy of which we are speaking. 


When Prof. Gottfr. Fritsche] first attacked 
the doctine of conversion as taught in the 
Missouri Synod, the main difference Jay in 
this that the Missouri Synod taught a like 
conduct of al) hearers of the Word, while 
Iowa stressed a dissimilar conduct, contending 
that wilful resistance constitutes a worse atti- 


tude than the resistance which the Holy 
Ghost overcomes in conversion. 


But do not the Chicago Theses already ad- 
mit the equal guilt of all men? And does not 
Pastor Boerger do the same? 


Answering these questions, we would say 
that, as for the Chicago Theses, spokesmen 
for the other side have repeatedly declared 
that this expression is correct only if it means 
that by nature a]] men are in equal guilt, be- 
cause, in the first place, all men in like man- 
ner offer natural resistance over against sav- 
ing grace. But they add that it would be 
“false doctrine” to refer the term “equal 
guilt” to the conduct of those also who resist 
wilfully, because one who resists thus “heaps 
guilt upon guilt”, which involves an additional 
guilt and a dissimilar conduct over against the 
work of the Holy Spirit. 


True to the Scriptural teaching, “there is 
no difference” Rom. 3, 22, the Synodical Con- 
ference confesses to this day that the Holy 
Spirit has in those who are converted over- 
come the same resistance which hinders con- 
versation in the case of those who are lost, 
thus stressing the equally evil conduct of 
those who are saved and of those who are 
not. Hence the expression, “equal guilt’ and 
its equivalents have an entirely different 
meaning when used by ALC spokesmen from 
what they have according to our use of the 
same: terms. 


Now, any Christian layman who has an 
ordinary knowledge of the Gospel doctrine is 
able to see that it makes a world of difference 
whether I say: “In God’s sight I am just as 
guilty as those who through their own fault 
are lost,” or: “After all, my conduct, before 
I was converted, was not as bad as that of 
other men who perish.” In the final analysis 
the first is the language of the publican, and 
the other the Janguage of the pharisce. A 
Gospel according to which only those are 
saved who before their conversion do not con- 
duct themselves as badly as others is not the 
true Gospel anymore, no matter how adroitly 
such a state of affairs may be veiled, 


Pastor Boerger admits that all men are 
“equally wicked by nature.” But this expres- 
sion may merely indicate the source out of 
which all resistance originally flows, namely, 
the natural depravity of unconverted men. 
The question is: does the so called wilful 
resistance constitute a conduct worse than 
that which the Holy Spirit overcomes in con- 
version, or is it the same? Therefore, setting 
aside all else which might be discussed in 


we 00 


Pastor Boerger’s article, for the sake of cles : 
ing up this all-important point, we ask hi 


to kindly let us know his answer to this qu” | 


tion: does he still confess, with the forni” 
Iowa spokesmen that the expression “eqt 
guilt” is to be restricted to the natural (° 
sistance only which is alike in all men“ 
nature, or does he confess with us that? 
includes the wilful resistance of those w! 
are lost? je 


If Pastor Boerger would tell us that. 


. * u 

agrees with our use of the term, according” 

. * . . ¢ 
which it also refers to the wilful resista! 


of those who prevent their conversion, )“ > 


would certainly stand on our side. And! 
the American Lutheran Church would offic ' 
ly endorse this position, then the main @ 


‘ference between the Missouri Synod and !i" 


American Lutheran Church concerning phe 
doctrine of conversion and predestinat!!© 
would be removed. If, however, such a sté?” 
ment can not be obtained; if the Ameril®™ 
Lutheran Church clings tovits old; concept?” 
and now declares this vital difference toi?” 
a mere matter of terminology—cannot t bY 
our brethren see that a supposed unityh!” 
doctrine, so far as this point is concerned . 
an illusion? seal? 
J.B. 


One of the Simple Questions at Is 


“Now then our question is this: 14 
American Lutheran Church really is orthet)¢ 
in all matters with the exception of the ped 
noted ( a ‘visible side’ of the Chureljp!? 
defining its essence, millenialism, unive i? 
conversion of the Jews, resurrection of ,s* 
martyrs, and Antichrist) did Synod do 1 ¢h! 
in declaring them to be non-divisive, or;yl 
Synod do wrong?” Dir. M. Graebner, Es aid 
Proceedings of the Southern Nebraska ..): 
trict, 1939, p. 40.)* piv 

The answer to this question should no 
difficult for any true Missourian. Accept, |" 
of the St. Louis union articles of 1938 4 pct 
be rescinded. 


© Does the A. L. C. “Declaration” 
Exclude Millennialism ? 
“Millennium signifies a period of one | 


sand years. Millennialism, also known as pow 
il 


*Other all-important differences, with regard ul 
Seriptura and Sola Gratia, are not taken into ue, 
here. Only the questions referred to, all of which, gol 
ever, involve the Scriptura] principal, were cong out 
in the essay from which we have quoted. “0% 
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¢ 
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iasm, is the belief that our Lord Jesus Christ 
will visibly reappear on the earth a thousand 
years before the end of the world, raise His 
saints, those who died in the Lord, from the 
dead, and with these and the believers who 
are still living at that time reign on earth 
personally and in great glory for a thousand 
years, at the expiration of which all those 
who have died in unbelief will be raised from 
the dead and the final Judgment will be held. 


“his definition, however, presents only a 
general idea of what the great majority of 
the believers in a millennium are agreed upon. 
They differ among themselves with regard 
to many details of their belief. ‘The Premillen- 
arians, for instance, place Christ’s visible ap- 
pearance both before and after the millen- 
nium; but the Postmillenarians aecept only 
one such appearance, namely, after the end 
of that glorious era. YVhe former teach a 
resurrection of the believers at the beginning, 
and a resurrection of the unbelievers at the 
end, of the millennium, while the latter be- 
lieve only in a general resurrection at the 
end, ; 


oor 


Che Premillenarians hold that the millen- 
nium is a period of world-wide righteousness, 
introduced by the sudden, unannounced vis- 
ible advent of Christ; that the righteous, the 
believers in Him who is our Righteousness, 
will then be raised from the dead and reign 
with Christ on earth; that all Israel will ac- 
knowledge Jesus of Nazareth as the Messiah; 
that Satan during this period will be bound 
and locked in the abyss, but after this will 
be loosed and make a final, but vain effort 
to destroy Christ’s kingdom; that soon after 
this attempt He, His angels, and al) unbelie- 
vers, who are then raised from the dead, will 
be judged and hurled into the lake of fire 
to suffer eternal torment. 


“The Postmillenarians hold, in the main, 
that through Christian agencies the Gospel 
will gradually permeate the entire world and 
the Jews will be converted; that after the 
thousand-year period there will be a brief 
apostasy, a falling away from the Christian 
faith, followed by a dreadful conflict between 
Christian and evil forces; and that finally and 
simultaneously there will occur the visible 
coming of Christ, the resurrection of all the 
dead, and the judgment of all men, after 
which the world will be destroyed, and a 
new world will be created. The Postmillen- 
arians, you see, aceept only one visible re- 
appearance of Christ, namely, at the end of 
the millennium. 


“There are those amony the millenarians 


who take such passages as Is. 11,7: “The lion 
shall cat straw like the ox,’ and Is. 65, 25: 
“The wolf and the lamb shall feed together’ 
in a literal sense, believing that during the 
millennium there will be peace, not only 
among men, but also among the animals, so 
that they will neither kill nor hurt one an- 
other.—Some hold that Jerusalem will be the 
capital of the world, where Christ will sit on 
His throne, and that under Hig rulership His 
subjects will be free from al] evil and live in 
peace and joy. 


“But all who hope for a millennium assert 
that the Church of Christ during that period 
will no longer be a kingdom under the cross, 
but a kingdom of glory, ruling over all na- 
tions, either converting or subduing all ene- 
mics of Christ, abolishing all wars and im- 
plements of war (taking Is. 2, 4 literally), 
and making all Jews Christians (supposed to 
be found in Rom. 11, 25-31 and Luke 21, 24). 

“AU millenarians base their teachings chief- 
ly on Rev. 20, 1-10.” (The Millennium and 
the Bible, pp. 3-5, by L. A. Herrboth.)* 


Does the Declaration of the American Luth- 
eran Church exclude every type of Millen- 
nialism? It ought to do this, and very defi- 
nitely. For, the Jowa Synod, incorporated 
within the American Lutheran Church since 
its organization in 1929, tolerated Millennial- 
ism; and, besides, the American Lutheran 
Church is even now unwilling to give up af- 
filiation with other church-bodies within the 
American Lutheran Conference, which toler- 
ate this error. 


Section VI of the A. L. C. Declaration 
deals with Millennialism. he first part of 
this section reads as follows: 


“When considering the question concern- 
ing the Antichrist, the future conversion of 
Israc], the resurrection of the martyrs, and 
the millennial reign of Christ, the fact must 
not be overlooked that we are dealing here 
with the correct understanding of prophecy 
and fulfilment, that this understanding is 
not always easy, and that even in the days 
of Christ the believers had an entirely dif- 
ferent conception of the fulfilment of the 
Old ‘Lestament prophecy in many points 
than actually occurred, but that nevertheless 
the fulfilment coincided exactly with the 
prophecy. We are certain that the same 
will be the case with the New Testament 
prophecy. Not only will the great events 
* “Chiliasm is variegated, and dividing it into crassest, 

crass, and subtle Chiliasm does not always cover the 


individual cases.” I’, Pieper, Christliche Dogmatic, III, 
584. 


—- 9 — 


which even now stand out clearly and un- 
mistakably in the prophecy of Jesus and 
His apostles —the return of Christ, the 
resurrection of the dead, the final Judg- 
ment, the passing away of the old world 
and the creation of the new heaven and 
the new earth, the twofold termination of 
all history in eternal life or eternal damna- 
tion—find their realization, but even the 
individual details will be fulfilled, though 
the latter perhaps in a manner entirely 
different from that which some of the faith- 
ful expect on the basis of their understand- 
ing of Scripture. However, since all New 
Testament revelation constitutes a unity, 
nothing should be taught concerning the 
subjects named in our introductory sentence 
that would involve a negation of the follow- 
ing truths: 1. that as Christians we must 
at all times be ready for the return of 
Christ; 2. that as Christians we are bound, 
until the return of Christ, to the use of the 
means of grace and to the way of salvation 
revealed in the Gospel; 3. that the Church 
on earth, until the return of Christ, will 
continue to be a kingdom of the cross.”** 
(Proceedings, 1988, p. 224.) 


The last sentence quoted should definitely 
exclude Millennialism of every kind. If 
Christians are always to be ready for “the 
return of Christ,” and are bound to the Gos- 
pel and are under the cross until that time, 
this leaves no room for Millennialism, does it? 
That depends on who is speaking of ‘“‘the 
return of Christ.” If a church-body which 
has consistently repudiated Millennialism, or 
which at least has never taught or even toler- 


RE NN 


_ ** There are at least two confused thoughts in the 
introductory sentence above: 

1, When the A, L. C, asserts that “even in the days 

of Christ the believers had an entirely different con- 
ception of the fulfilment of Old Testament prophecy in 
many points than actually occured,” it states a general 
fact. But it uses this fact wrongly here, namely, for the 
purpose of showing that the understanding of Scrip- 
tural prophecy is not always easy. For it seems to forget 
that Lelievers in the days of Christ were, for the most 
part, misled by false teachers of a pronounced ‘millenn- 
jalistic’’ type, who based their errors on a falsely literal 
interpretation of Old Testament prophecy concerning’ the 
Christ and His kingdom, One need but study the Gospels 
to learn how Jewish ‘Millennialism” confused the minds 
even of Christ's disciples and caused Him much other 
trouble. Seriptural prophecy naturally cannot be clear to 
such prejudiced minds, but this unclearness is subjec- 
live, 
It is implied that the correct understanding of the pro- 
phecy concerning the Antichrist may not be easy. This 
is another way of implying that Scripture may not speak 
so clearly about Antichrist, that he can definitely be 
identified when he is revealed. If we judge the Declar- 
ation rightly here, then we must say that this implication 
in regard to the understanding of prophecies concerning 
the Antichrist is false. Scripture speaks clearly concern- 
ing the Antichrist. It must do so. The revelation of 
Antichrist is a sign of the Mast Day. IL Thess. 2, 3; I 
John 2, 18. But an unclear sign of the Last Day would 
not serve its purpose. Jt would be valueless as a warn- 
ing. “For if the trumpet give an uncertain sound, who 
shall prepare himself to the battle?” I Cor. 14, 8 Any 
unclearness at this point must therefore, be subjective. 
Cf, Matt. 16, 1-3, 


ated it, would use that expression, we might 
be satisfied, without any question, that the 
chureh-body meant nothing clse than Christ’s 
return on the Last Day. We would advise 
that church-body to modify that expression, 
if it were dealing with Millennialists who cx- 
pect a return of Christ before the Last Day. 
But we would not wonder what the church- 
body meant with that expression. However, 
what should we think when that unmodified 
expression is used by the A. L. C., a chureh- 
body which has tolerated and is tolerating 
Millennialism? Will anyone urge charity here, 
meaning that we must understand that ex- 
pression, as the A, L. C. uses it, in the Serip- 
tural sense as referring to Christ’s return on 
the Last Day?*** We are convinced that 
charity does not demand this, but rather per- 
mits us to understand that expression in its 
Millennialistic sense. For it cannot be con- 
trary to love to understand a man according 
to what he means, If an ‘‘anti-millennialist” 
speaks of the return of Christ, it would cer- 
tainly be evil to suspect him of purposely 
leaving room in that unmodified expression 
for Millennialism. But what shall we do when 
a Millennialist or a friend of Millennialists 
uses that expression? To a Millennialist “the 
return of Christ,” as it is used in the part of 
the Declaration now under consideration, can- 
not mean His return on the Last Day, For. 
according to Millennialists, the Church will 
not be a kingdom of the cross until Christ’s 
return on the Last Day, but only unti] the 
imagined return of Christ for a millennial 
reign, 

The same expression, “the return of Christ,” 
is used in Section VI, B, 1 of the Declaration, 
and would be superfluous there, if it meant 
Christ’s return on the Last Day. For there 
we read: 


“The answer to the question whether in 
the future that is still before us, prior to 
the return of Christ, a special unfolding 
and personal concentration of the antichris- 
tian power already present now and thus a 
still more comprehensive fulfilment of II 
Thess. 2 may oceur, we leave to the Lord 
and Ruler of the Chureh and world history.” 


“Prior to the return of Christ’ has been em- 
phasized by us. This expression is superfluous 
here, except to a Millennialist who imagines 
a return of Christ before the Last Day. For, 
certainly, no development of the present an- 
tichristian power can oceur after Christ’s re- 
turn on the Last Day. With Millennialists, 


tr 


xe* So Committee 16 understood it. Cf. Proceedings, 
1938, p. 230. 
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however, there may be a question whether the 
aforesaid development will come before the 
“millennial return” of Christ or after the Mil- 
lennium” during the ‘‘little season” of Revela- 
tion 20. Well, perhaps the A. L. C. would 
admit that the expression is superfluous here, 
and strike it, so that no Millennialist could 
find cover here. We don’t know. 


Moreover, at the beginning of Section VI 
“the millennial reign of Christ”? seems to be 
put into the same category with “the Anti- 
christ,” just as if the former were as certain 
as the Jatter.**** In other words, the 
Declaration implies that the “millennial reign 
of Christ” is as much a certainty as “the 
Antichrist.” 


I'inally, Section VI, B, grants toleration to 
certain doctrinal crrors, such as a future con- 
version of Israel and a particular resurection 
of the martyrs, which are usually connected 
with other Millennialistic false doctrine.***** 


Therefore, we cannot believe, on the basis 
of the Declaration, that the A. L. C. repudi- 
ates every form of Millennialism, as indeed it 
should. If the A. L. C. nevertheless does re- 
pudiate it, the Declaration contains no sure 
evidence of this. We wish that it did. Since 
it does not, this, too, is a reason why accept- 
ance of the St. Louis Union Articles must be 
rescinded. 

D. L. Pfeiffer. 


The Dogmatic-Historical Background 
Of the Present Union Movement 


5. Objective and Subjective Justification 


(Continued ) “ 


In the course of years polemics against 
the doctrine of objective justification have 
taken on a more moderate tone. We sec 
this, for instance, in a passage from Lenski’s 
commentary on the Letter to the Romans 


. **** As a matter of fact, ‘there is no such thing as ¢ 
“millennial reign” of Christ. Inasmuch as “millennium” 
means a thousand years, and Rev. 20, 4 says of certain 
souls, that ‘they lived and reigned with Christ a thous- 
and years,’’ one might speak of a millennial reign of 
certain human souls, provided one did not put a wrong 
meaning into the words. But Rev. 20 says nothing at all 
of any special reign of Christ. Scripture clearly testifies 
that Christ’s reign is unchangeable forever. Hebr. 13, 8. 

eeeee Dr. I. Pieper: “The idea of a still future gen- 
eral conversion of the Jews is usually connected with 
Chiliasm,”’ Christliche Dogmatik, IIT, 592. “The doctrine 
of a particular bodily ressurection prior to the so-called 
thousand-year reign, has ever been regarded in our 
church as the mark of gross and damnahle Chillasm,” 
Lehre und Wehre, xvllI, 75. (In connection with this 
statement from Lehre und Wehre it should be noted that 
the “frst ressurection” of Rev. 20 is prior to the ‘'thous- 
and years,’’ and that the assumption of a particular hod- 
ily ressurection is allegedly based on Rev. 20, 4.) 


which is thoroughly examined by Prof. Meyer 
in the article we have referred to. In his 
treatment of the pertinent passages Dr. Len- 
ski even is ready to grant the universal ob- 
jective justification in a certain sense. He 
only criticizes the terms as being open to 
misunderstanding and thus dangerous. And 
yet we find, in part, a repetition of his earlier 
charges. His exact position is not made en- 


_tirely clear by his words. We read: 


“The great theme of Romans is the Sinner’s 
Personal Justification by Faith. That the basis 
of this persona] justification is Christ’s blood 
and righteousness, effective for the whole 
world on the day that He died and rose again, 
Paul brings out in many places, beginning 
with 8, 22 ete. Especially notable is 5, 10-11 
where we have Paul’s own term for what 
Christ has done: Katallage (katallassein) rc- 
conciliation (to reconcile), This reconcilia- 
tion embraces the whole world of sinners and 
was thus ‘without faith, prior to and apart 
from faith.” When Christ died on the Cross 
He cried: Tetelesthai, It has been finished! 
(i.e. and stands so forever). Then and there 
the whole world of men was reconciled to 
God by Christ. The resurrection of Christ 
only corroborated the tremendous fact of the 
world’s reconciliation. The Seripture term for 
this is katallage, reconciliation—the whole 
world of sinners was made completely other 
(allos; kata perfective). Christ’s resurrection 
shows that God accepted Christ’s sacrifice for 
the world, that Christ’s blood had indeed re- 
conciled the whole world to God. One may 
call God’s raising up Christ God’s declaration 
to this effect, and because it is such a declara- 
tion one may call it the universal justification 
of the whole world.’ Yet to use the word 
‘justification’ in this way is no’ gain; for it 
is liable to confuse the ordinary man. We are 
fully satisfied with the Scriptural word ‘recon- 
ciliation.’ Based on this apolytrosis (ransom- 
ing) or katallage (reconciliation), 8, 24; 5, 
11 is the individual’s Personal Justification in 
the instant the power of the Gospel brings a 
sinner to faith. 


“When thus correctly used, we may speak 
of allgemeine Rechtfertigung and of per- 
soenliche Rechtfertigung. Since both are 
equally objective, both judicial declarations 
made by God in heaven, it should be scen 
that it is confusing to call the one ‘objective’ 
and the other ‘subjective. This terminology 
is inexact to say no more. In these high and 
holy matters inexactness in terminology is 
certainly to be avoided, 

“The danger is that by ‘subjective justifica- 
tion’ we may lose the objective divine act of 


a OQ 


God by which He declares the individual 
sinner righteous ek pisteos eis pistin, in the 
instant faith (embracing Christ) is wrought 
in him, leaving only the divine declaration 
regarding the whole world of sinners, calling 
this an actus simplex, the only forensic act 
of God, and expanding this to mean that God 
declared every sinner free from guilt when 
Christ was raised, so many millions, even be- 
fore they were born, irrespective of faith, 
apart from and without faith, Surely this 
wipes out ‘justification by faith alone’, of 
which the Scriptures speak page after page. 
No sinner is declared righteous by God, save 
by faith alone. Only his faith is reckoned 
to him for righteousness. This righteousness 
is the theme of Romans, which so mightily 
emphasizes ek pisteos eis pistin and dia pis- 
Any confusion on this supreme matter 


teos. 
is bound to entai] the most serious conse- 
quences.” (pg. 86-88.) 


Prof, Meyer replies to this: 

“We note that Dr. Lenski’s main objection 
to the term objective and subjective justifica- 
tion springs from a fear of confusion. But 
this danger seems remote, since the terms, 
even though perhaps not as exact as might 
be desired, yet have by usage acquired a 
clearly defined meaning. Also the terms he 
suggests, allgemeine und persoenliche Recht- 
fertigung (universal and personal justifica- 
tion) might be misused to create false im- 
pressions, 


“We note furthermore that Dr. Lenski dif- 
ferentiates between (objective) justification 
and (objective) reconciliation, accepting the 
latter while rejecting the former, at least as 
a term. But Paul evidently uses both terms 
interchangeably as denoting the same thing. 
Rom, 5, 9-11; and he defines reconciliation in 
terms of justification in II Cor. 5, 19: God 
reconciled the world unto Himself, not im- 
puting their tresspasses unto them. 


“The point Dr. Lenski makes when he 
‘To use the word justification in this 
way is no gain,’ is not decisive. If the Scrip- 
tures use the word justification to express 
what is technically known as objective justi- 
fication, then this use is sufficiently motivated. 
In the closing words of the quotation Dr. 
Lenski comes dangerously close to denying 
the doctrine itself.” (Quartalschrift, Jan. “40, 


pg. 82-34), 


says: 


In the succeeding sections of Dr, Lenski’s 
Interpretation we find remarks like the fol- 
lowing: 


beeeme 


“This logical future is used especially ba 
those who alter Paul’s words so as to meax 
that all men were justified, pardoned, forgive r 
1900 years ago, so that no act of God’s justi- 


fying the individual believer in the instant of 
“Nowhere in the 


faith follows.” and again: 
Bible is any man constituted or declared 


righteous without faith, before faith, all as- 


severations and argumentations to the con- 
trary notwithstanding.” 


Accordingly, Dr. Lenski’s position, at least 
as far as it is expressed in his Commentary~ 
on Romans, is somewhat shifting and unclear. 
On the one hand, he admits that the term 
“universal justification”, when correctly un- 
derstood, is admissible. On the other hand, 
he relapses into his old tactics, distorting our 
doctrine of objective justification as though 
it admitted of no subsequent subjective justi- 
fication by faith, and then he rejects this dis- 
torted view of our teaching as contrary to 
Scripture, 


Obviously a difference of such vast import 
as this difference in the doctrine of justifica- 
tion must be removed before Church fellow- 
ship with the A.L.C. can be established. 

What has been done hitherto to achieve 
doctrinal unity on this point? 


In the Chicago Theses the doctrine of ob- 
jective justification is not mentioned at all. 
Apparently the question was not discussed at 
all during the ten years in which these Theses 
were in the making, the difference simply 
being overlooked. 

In the Declaration of the A.L.C., justifica- 
tion receives incidental mention in connection 
the statement on election. The words 
“He purposes to justify those who have 
faith.” That is all. It has been 
and very properly so, that the 


“those who have come to faith,” 
error: 


with 
read: 
come to 
pointed out, 
perfect tense, 
gives room for the old Ohio and Towa 
first a man must believe, then his sins are 
forgiven—which is tantamount to a rejection 


of objective justification. 


the fact that the 


Nor must we overlook 
a 


Minneapolis Theses which to this day are 
binding confession of the A. L. Conference 
know only of a justification of repentant and 
believing sinners. The Thesis on Justification 


reads: 


“Justification is not an act in man but an 
act by God in heaven, declaring the repentent 
and believing just or stating that he is re- 
garded as such on account of the imputation 
of the righteousness of Christ by faith.” 


It is, therefore, not enough that representa- 
tives of the A. L. C. tell our representatives 
that they, too, accept both objective and 
subjective justification. We have scen in the 
case of Dr. Lenski that one may grant the 
validity of a term which formerly was con- 
demned, but hedge it in by reservations which 
cast doubt upon actual unanimity of doctrine. 
Here, too, for the sake of true unity there is 
need for a clear, unequivocal confession on 
the part of the A. L. C. 

— J.B. 


© Unionism 


“Religious unionism consists in joint wor- 
ship and work of those not united in doctrine. 
Its essence is an agreement to disagree. In 
effect, it denies the doctrine of the clearness 
of Scripture. It would treat certain doctrines 
as fundamental or essential and others as 
non-essential to Christian unity—a_ proposi- 
tion which could be defended on only one of 
two premises: that God either was unable to 
reveal His will and mind in such a manner as 
not to be misunderstood or was not willing 
so to reveal Himself. In the former case the 
wisdom of God is attacked; in the second, 
His goodness. A Christian who believes that 
God has clearly spoken through the prophets 
and apostles and through the Lord Jesus 
Christ cannot be a unionist. The indifierent 
and pacifist stand of the unionist is con- 
demned in all those texts which bid us beware 
of false prophets and to be separate from 
those who deny the truth. Titus 1, 18-14; 1 
Tim, 2, 12; 6, 14; 2 Tim. 3, 5; 6, 8-5; Matt. 
7, 15; Jer, 23, 28; Acts 20, 29; Rom. 16, 17; 
1 John 4, 1; 2 John 10-11. In the light of 
these texts all joint ecclesiastical efforts for 
religious work (missionary, educational, ete.) 
and particularly joint worship and mixed 
promiscuous) prayer among those who confess 
the truth and those who deny any part of it, 
is sinful unionism. If we hold to the doctrine 
of the clearness of Scripture, such compromise 
of the truth cannot be tolerated, nor can it 
he defended by the plea that religious dif- 
ferences, after all, rest upon misunderstand- 
ing. When the Lutheran and Reformed the- 
oJogians held a conference at Wittenberg to 
find a basis for union, Luther addressed Mel- 
anchthon as follows (1586): ‘In the first 
place, it will never do to admit that the 
whole controversy is based on misunderstand- 
ing. While this has often been said by our 
opponents and probably will be said again, 
it is simply not true as concerns ourselves, 
nor is it true regarding our opponents. To 


say that it was all a mistake would be a poor 
settlement, unworthy of so important a mat- 
ter. In the second place, it will not serve to 
make any compromise for the sake of union. 
A compromise is in itself untruthful because 
its purpose is to unite things which are mu- 
tually opposed. Moreover, if a compromise 
is once accepted, consciences become so un- 
settled that they will finally believe nothing 
at all’ 


“Upon this clear and powerful utterance 
of the Reformer, the theologian Rudelbach 
remarks as follows: ‘When the difference is 
clearly understood and when controversy goes 
to every necessary Jength, we may conclude 
that there is a true love of union. The more 
careless we are in stating the differences and 
the more anxious to hide the sores, the farther 
removed we are from that unity of the Spirit 
which is the innermost essence of all true 
union.’ The necessity of polemics and contro- 
versy as over against a religious pacifism, 
which demands peace at any price, was set 
forth by Luther on another occasion in the 
following terms: “Che Christian minister must 
not only be a pastor who instructs his flock 
how they may be true Christians, but must 
also battle off the wolves lest they attack the 
sheep and seduce and destroy them with false 
doctrine. The devil is never at rest. But 
there are today many people who believe that 
the Gospel should be preached, but that we 
must not raise our voices against the wolves 
and preach against high churchmen. But even 
if I preach correctly and shepherd the flock 
with sound doctrine, I neglect a duty if I do 
not warn the sheep against the wolves. For 
what kind of builder would I be if T were to 
pile up masonry and then stand by while 
another tears it down? The wolf does not 
object to our leading the sheep upon good 
pasture ;—the sheep that have been fattened 
are the more eagerly sought by him ;-——what 
he cannot tolerate is that the watchdogs stand 
on their guard, ready to give him battle,’ 


The striving for greatness in numbers and 
influence is a fruitful source of unionistic 
movements. . . . Dr, Loy (Lutheran, Ohio 
Synod), in his discussion of the Augsburg 
Confession, has rightly said: “. . 2. Even 
Lutherans are enticed upon the wrong road 
when they are induced to lay great stress 
upon their numbers and to fancy that their 
union in Jarger organizations will give them 
more power. The power for all legitimate 
purposes of the Church lies in the means of 
grace. Numbers may give us prestige and in 
that respect give us larger opportunity to ply 
these means. But it is an erring and disloyal 
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thought that any concession in regard to the 
purity of the Word and Sacraments which 
might inerease the number of believers, who 
alone constitute the Church, is permissible. 
A little company can do more by fidelity to 
the Lord and His Gospel and a faithful plying 
of these means in season and out of season, 
than could that company increased tenfold by 
a surrender to the liberal sentiment of men 
who cannot brook the exclusiveness of Christ~ 
ianity in its teaching that Christ can save and 
only Christ shall rule the congregation of the 
saved'’.” 
Concordia Cyclopedia. 


© Looking for a Visible Side 
Of the Invisible Church 


Most of our modern Christians will not 
allow it possible that the day of judgment is 
at hand. The world must be converted first. 
They will not so dishonor Christ and His 
justitntes as to admit the nearness of the end, 
when yet go much remains to be achieved. 
They are infinitely indignant, and all their 
feclinys are inflamed with holy resentment, 
at the thought of the Gospel being a failure, 
which they say it must needs be of Christ 
were soon to come, And when we speak of 
the evident marks of the nearing of the great 
day of God Almighty, they sneer at us as 
Adventists, and post us as fanatics, and have 
a hundred conclusive reasons why we should 
not be listened to, even though we have for 
witness the plain and explicit words of Christ 
and His Apostles, They say we quench the 
spivit of missions and Christian enterprise; 
that we depreciate Christianity’s power; that 
we dishonor the Holy Ghost and the virtue 
of God’s truth; that we undermine the faith, 


betray the Christian 
enjoyment of their religion, cut off all hope 
from the efforts of men and the progress of 
things, and play the part of erdekers, relig- 
ious cowards, and theological imbeciles, to 
insipid. aud diseased to be considered right 
Christians! 


> 
“tuse, dampen people's 


Their idea is that men of genuine mettle 
must stand fast in the hope of better times, 
looking and working in Church and State for 
a grand triumph and glorious millennium it 
this world yet before the day of judgment. 
The only trouble they see is that the old 
ways of doing things are superannuated and 
effete. What they call for is simply a new 
departure. (Only let the old churchism be 
abandoned! Let the laymen have a chance! 
Let the women preach! Open prayer-mect 
ings in the theatres! Give the helm to men 
of “snap’’ in place of consecrated drones! 
Cast off creeds, and isms, and sacraments! 
Let there be liberty, equality, fraternity, and 
all join shoulder te shouider for one grant 
conflict with the aliens, shouting the watch 
words “God and Victory,” deaf to everything 
beside! And they are sure the world, from 
one end to the other, shall soon ring out the 
jubilee of Gospel triumph and millennial 
glory! ; 


Such is the spirit and such the popular 
belief and inculcation of those who call them 
selves advanced Christians. And so it wil 
eontinue, the spirit of the Jewish zealots re 
enacting itself in the great city of Christen 
dom, the blasphemous conceit and apostasy 
inereasing every day, till the consummation 
comes, and blots the base fraud from the face 
of the earth.—(Joseph A. Seiss, Lectures of 
the Gospels, 1876 Vol. If, p. 1107 #.) 

—P. HB. 
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Was The Term “Non-Fundamentals” 
Used As Identical With The Term 
“Open Questions” In The St. Louis 
Resolutions Of 1938? 


The Answer Of The Ft. Wayne Convention. 


In its discussion of Lutheran Union the 
Lutheran Witness has stated, under the head- 
ing “in the Matter of Non-Fundamentals:” 


“In order to have a correct picture of 
all that is involved, it is necessary to con- 
sider that 


“Y, The term “non-fundamentals”’ is not 
used in the Brief Statement. 


“2. The term is not used by the Ameri- 
ean Lutheran Church Committee in its 
Declaration. 


“3. The term is not used by our Union 
Committee No. 16 (1988) when it reports 
1938. 


“4. ‘Phe term is used only by Resolutions 
Committee No. 16 (1839) when it reports 
on the union matter, and it is there limited 
to the four points which we discussed two 
weeks ago.” (Concerning Antichrist, the. 
Conversion of Israel, the Resurrection of 
the Martyrs, and the “thousand years’ of 
Rev. 20.) “It is there used as identical 


with the term ‘open questions’, concerning 
which our own Brief Statement says, Sect. 
44... ‘Open questions must remain open 
questions.” 


“Another term applied to such non-fun- 
damental points in theology is ‘theological 
problem’.” (Aug. 6, 1940, p. 275.) 


If what the Lutheran Witness says here 
were correct, this would constitute a ser- 
jous indictment indeed of Resolutions Com- 
mittee 16 and the 1938 Convention of 
Synod which adopted its Report. 


However, before we dare permit such an 
indictment to stand, we are compelled by 
the Kighth Commandment and the Law of 
Love to ask whether it is true and correct. 
We therefore wrote the secretary of Com- 
mittee 16 (19388) regarding this matter, 
The letter of the editor of the Confessional 
Lutheran to the sceretary of the 1938 reso- 
lutions committee (16) follows :— 


“It is very important for me to know 
whether the term “non-fundamentals” 
was used by Committee 16 as identical 
with the term “open questions” with 
reference to the well-known Four Points 
of doctrine in its report to the 1988 con- 
vention of Synod. I believe that you 
were secretary of the committee in ques- 
tion, and I am therefore turning to you 
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Pomatey 


, an the request that you kindly give 
thouglye the information T desire. 


purity 
migbbe secretary, Rev. C. Abel, replied :-— 
“Tf tL understand the tenor of vour 
question correctly, the answer is a de- 
cisive: No! : 


“There is a wide gulf between ‘non- 
fundamentals’ and ‘open questions.” On 
this all members of Committee 16 are 
and were agreed, ‘The ‘non-fundamen- 
tals,’ so-called, are Biblical doctrines, 


clearly expressed, not essential to salva-" 


tion. However, to deny them’ becomes an 
essential error, ‘Open Questions’: such 
viewpoints not definitely’ ‘revealed in 
Seripture. 


“ "The non-fundamentals’ become divisive 
when, through propaganda, divisions are 
caused, This distinction was upheld by 
Committee 16.” ; 


Accordingly, the only conclusion which can 
be drawn is this that what the Lutheran Wit- 
ness has charged against the 1938 Resolu- 
tions Committee 16 represents an unwarrant- 
ed insinuation in the discussion of the present 
union movement, 


This should have been clear from the re- 
port t of the committce itself, For, in speak- 
ing of the Four Points concerning the doc- 
trine of the Last Things for which the Declar- 
ation of the American Lutheran Church re- 
presentatives asks tolerance, the committee 
expressly stated and made it clear beyond 
misunderstanding that, so far as the historic 
position of the Missouri Synod is concerned, 
the A. L. C. Declaration “asks tolerance for 
certain teachings and interpretations which 
have been rejected in our circles;’” not for 
“open questions” which “must remain open 
questions’! The committee recommended, 
moreover, that as regards these points “we 
endeavor to establish full agreement and that 
our Committee on Lutheran Union be in- 
structed to devise ways and means of reach- 
ing this end;” not that the four points be 
declared open questions, such as the Luther- 


an Witness has mistakenly declared them to. 


be. That recommendation was adopted. 
Whatever else may he said about the St. 
Louis Resolutions—and the Confessicnal Lu- 
theran has time and again shown their unae- 
ceptability and untenability—there is in the 
.entire report of Committee 16 not the least 
hint of “open questions” which “must remain 
open questions.” We can only repeat that 
the charge which the Lutheran Witness has 


raised against Committee 16 is a mistake 
one. It is indeed unfortunate that the Luthe:” 
an Witness has so seriously misunderstood tly 
St. Louis Resolutions, particularly also sinc” 
the situation for which it contends woul 
put error on a par with truth. The least it! 
editors can do is to hasten to correct the # 
far-reaching mistake. That. is demanded b* 
the law of trath and by the law of love whic’ 
“rejoiceth in the truth.” Similar mistake ? 
contentions of the senior editor of the Luth’ 
eran Witness in the “trial ballon” magazine” 
the American Lutheran (Dec., 1939, and Jary 
1940) should be corrected at the same timex 
The It. Wayne Resolutions of the Missour, 
Synod (1941) seek to make impossible ann 
liberal misinterpretation of the position of 
the Missouri Synod such as we have referrec) 
to. For they ask that it be understood ‘‘tha t 
the term ‘non-fundamental doctrines’ whiely 
has been used should not be made to conver 
the idea that anything revealed in Scripture , 
although not absolutely necessary for salva 
tion, may be denied.” (Proceedings of the 
38th Regular Convention, 1941, p. 302.) ‘he- 
Seriptures, for instance, reveal that blindness . 
or hardness of heart, is happened to IsraeL 
according to the flesh (the Jewish nation ) 
until the fulness of the Gentiles be come in, 
that is, to the end of time. (Rom. J1, 25.) 
In the face of this Scriptural truth, the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Chureh representatives inform-— 
ed the Missouri Synod in 1988 that some find 
the false doctrine of a universal conversion 
of all Jews indicated in Rom. 11, 25. 26 and 
that acceptance of a conversion of the Jews 
must not be regarded as divisive of chureh- 
fellowship if the Missouri Synod wants the 
American Lutheran Church to stand ready of- 
ficially to declare itself in doctrinal agree- 
ment with it and to enter pulpit-and altar- 
fellowship with it. (General Proceedings, 
1938, p. 229. 226.) That is one of the Four 
Points concerning the doctrine of the Last 
Things for which the American Lutheran 
Chureh asks tolerance and which is referred 
to asa non-fundamental doctrine in the 1938 
resolutions of the Missouri Svnod, That such 
matters of (false) doctrine dare never be 
regarded as open questions is made emphati- 
cally clear by the Brief Statement of the 
Doctrinal Position of the Missouri Synod 
(Par. 42. 44.) to which the Missouri Synod 
again confessed itself at Ft. Wavne (Proceed- 
ings, p. 802). To demand that such points 
be regarded as open questions not only con- 
stitutes a. denial of the doctrinal position of 
the Missouri Synod. It involves a denial of 
clear Scripture itself. 
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© The Position Of The American Luth- 
eran Church With Regard To The 


Holy Scriptures 
By Rev. Geo. O. Lillegard 
(Continued) 


Revelation and Inspiration 


In an earlier article, we called attention 
to Dr. M. Reu’s essay on “What Is Serip- 
lure?” published under the title “In the Inter- 
est of Lutheran Unity,” and criticized its 
cmphasis on the human clements in Seripture 
instead of the divine. Another strange fea- 
ture of this essay is its failure to distinguish 
between revelation and inspiration, In fact, 
it confuses the two concepts completely, ar- 
guing throughout for the inspiration of Serip- 
ture on the basis that it is “the history of the 
revelation and self-disclosure of God in’ its 
gradual development from the first begin- 
nings to its final consummation” (p. 52), 
and that its writers reeecived revelations 
from God, After reading Dr. Reu’s involved 
argument, we understand why the American 
Tutheran Church was not satisfied to accept 
the Missouri Synod’s Brief Statement on the 
Holy Scripture without adding qualifying 
paragraphs of their own. The Brief State- 
ment gives an excellent definition of Inspira- 
tion, but the word “revelation” occurs no- 
where in it. So the A. L, C. had to add this 
“The Bible..is the Word of God, His per- 
manent revelation, aside from which, until 
Christ’s return in glory, no other is to be 
cxpected.” 


But the fact is that God has revealed Him- 
self to men by His work of creation (Ps. 19, 
cte.), as well as by His Word, and continual- 
lv reveals His power and glory by His gov- 
ernment of the world and His care for the 
Church of Christ. Furthermore, it is quite 
possible to believe that the Bible contains 
“the record of revelation” without therefore 
believing in it as God’s own word. For even 
a purely human history might present a cor- 
rect record of the deeds and words by which 
God revealed Himself to men, Dr. U. V. Kor- 
en stresses the orthodox Bible doctrine on 
this point in his address on “Phe Inspira- 
tion of Holy Scripture,” 1908: “We can see 
from Scripture itself that there is a difference 
hetween revelation and inspiration. While 
we by revelation understand a direet com- 
munication by God to man of things which 
man otherwise could not know, inspiration is 
a unique, powerful operation of the Holy 
Ghost upon the men whom He has chosen 
to be His instruments whether for speech 


or for writing. While revelation is given by 
God through ‘the Word’ who from cternity 
‘was with God and was God,’ inspiration is 
given by God the Holy Ghost. Even the pat- 
riarchs had revelations, but not all of them 
were inspired to communicate them in writ- 
ing. Thus we have no writings of the pro- 
phets Elijah and Elisha. St. Paul had revela- 
tions and was inspired to write them down. 
Of St. Luke it is mot said that he had any 
revelation, but the Chureh of God has al- 
ways recognized that his writings are in- 
spired.”” (Tr. from the Norwegian by G. O. 
I.) 

It is important to recognize the distine- 
tion between revelation and inspiration, not 
only beeause it is a scriptural distinetion, but 
because all those who deny or question the 
inspiration of every part of Seripture invari- 
ably confuse them and base their objections 
to the inspiration of certain parts of the 
Bible on that confusion. Thus they may 
accept John 3, 16 as inspired, because it is 
obviously a revelation of God’s love, but 
will not be so sure about Gen. 12, 6 or I 
Cor. 7, 25 or IT Tim. 4, 13, because they are 
not such revelations. If a certain part of 
Seripture does not have direct religious value, 
but deals only with “historical, geographical, 
and other secular matters,” they do not see 
why it should have to be accepted as the 
inerrant, inspired Word of God at all, Or 
they will, like Dr. Reu, seck to measure the 
value of Scripture passages by “their dis- 
tance from the center,” Christ, or by “the 
stage of revelation in which they are found.” 
(P. 48.) In this way, Dr. Reu even is led to 
contradict II Tim. 3, 15-17 and to argue that 
the “all Seripture” in it cannot mean “every 
Scripture passage,” “beeause not every Serip- 
ture passage, altlrough written down under 
the influence of the Holy Spirit, is profitable 
for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, ete. 
(f. c. the passage Gen. 12, 6; ‘and the Cana- 
anite was then in the land’).”” So according 
to this it is only “the whole of Scripture” 
that can be considered “profitable,” not ev- 
ery single part of it; and we can understand 
better why the A. L. C. had to supplement the 
Missouri Synod’s Brief Statement with this: .. 
“the separate books of the Bible constitute an 
organic whole without contradiction and er- 
ror, John 10. 35, and are rightly called the 
Word of God.” 


In this connection, Dr. Reu inveighs against 
those who on the basis of IT Tim. 8, 15 f. 
regard “all doctrina] statements on the same 
level, like the papagraphs of a code of laws 
so that one could dive into it (Seripture) at 
random. pick out a truth in the form of a 


Scripture passage and apply it to the given 
case.—Many a so-called Scripture proof of 
the old dogmatics was manufactured in just 
that way. As Hauck once said, sometimes 
the whole house of Seripture was ransacked 
and what was found at times in the most 
obscure place furnished the Seriptural basis 
for a certain dogmatical thesis. And a. still 
greater evil crept in. The idea was encour- 
aged that the whole divine revelation con- 
sisted in nothing but the transmission of. spec- 
ific truths and concepts and that consequently 
the whole of Christianity, established on this 
basis, would be primarily or exclusively a 
matter of the intellect.” (P. 47-8.) But it is 
just with regard to such statements that Dr. 
F. Pieper says in his “Christliche Dogmatik,” 
p. 248-4: “The Seripture-principle is aband- 
oned and in place of it the human ego in- 
stalled as teacher in the Christian Church,— 
through the demand that the Christian teach- 
ings should be drawn not from the Scripture 
passages which treat of the individual doc- 
trines (sedes doctrinac), but from ‘the whole 
of Scripture.’ This phrase, which certainly 
yields no intelligible meaning, was given new 
popularity by Schleiermacher” (the father of 
Modernism). “But this senseless phrase has 
been adopted by practically all the chief re- 
presentatives of modern theology, from the 
most extereme ‘left’? to the farthest ‘right’. 
We find it also in Ihmels and Hofmann” 
(Theologians whom Dr, Reu quotes with ap- 
proval), ‘“Kliefoth has correctly called—this 
contrast between the whole of Scripture and 
the individual Scripture statements ‘a phrase 
that cannot be realized in pratice’. The fact 
is that we can come to the whole of Christian 
teaching only by taking the individual doc- 
trines out of those passages—these always 
to be viewed in their context of course— 
which treat of the doctrines concerned.” (Tr. 


from the German by G. O. L.) 


Dr. Pieper also says (p. 68-9): “Modern 
theologians--apply a whole series of bad 
names to the deducing of the Christian doc- 
trine from Seripture, such as: Intellectualism, 
Biblicism, letter-theology, mechanical under- 
standing of Scripture, treating Scripture as 
if it were a textbook of laws, a code of Jaws 
fallen from heaven, a paper pope, ete.” Since 
most of these “bad names” are found in Dr. 
Reu’s essay, directed against those who hold 
the traditional Lutheran doctrine of inspira- 
tion, we do not see how we can escape clas- 
sing him with these “modern theologians,” 
though he may, indeed, occupy the extreme 

right” among them. But he who sits at all 
with scoffers at the inspiration of every jot 


and tittle of God’s Word cannot be counted  contessional Lutheran, August, 


‘cold nor hot; 


with those who obey that word. (Ps. 1, 1.) 
Nor is it possible to build orthodox doctrine 
Modernistic bricks. On the contrary, 
those who try to occupy a “middle-of-the- 
road” position between Modernism and ortho- 


doxy on any point of Bible doctrine must 
15- 


with 


come under the condemnation of Rev. 3, 
16: “I know thy works, that thou art neither 
T would thou wert cold or hot. 
So then hecause thou are lukewarm, and 
neither cold nor hot, T will spue thee out of 
my ie "Lutheran Sentinel (Norwegian 
Synod), 27, 1941. 
(To be Continued) 


Jan. 


© The Doctrine Concerning The Con- 
version Of Israel 


This doctrine has recently come into un- 
usual prominence. For it is expressly men- 
tioned in the ‘doctrinal basis” of the Mis- 
souri Synod for future church-fellowship with 
the American Lutheran Chureh. This doc- 
trine is mentioned in the Brief Statement 


of the Missouri Synod as a “type of Millen- 


nialism,” against which Scripture “clearly”’ 
testifies. Sect. 42. But another, part of the 


“doctrinal basis,” namely, the Declaration of 
the American Lutheran Church, grants toler- 
ation to this type of Millennialism as follows: 
“With reference to the question concerning 
the conversion of Israel, which some find in- 
dicated in Rom. 11: 25, 26; we declare with 
Dr. Walther that to assume such a conver- 
sion ‘must not be regarded as a cause for 
division’ (Milwaukee ‘Kolloquim, p. 156).°* 
It is not our present aim to show that the 
“doctrinal basis” contradicts itself by reject- 
ing at one point what it tolerates at another, 
but rather to diseuss the doctrine concerning 
the conversion of Israel. i 


the salvation of ‘Israel’? is 
taught (not merely “indicated”) in Rom. 11, 
25. 26 and other passages of Scripture. But 
when the Declaration speaks of the “conver- 
sion of Israel,” it means a future and general 
conversion of Isracl according to the flesh, 
It means, as Committee 16 understands ‘it, 
“a universal conversion of all Jews before 
the end of the world” (Synodical Proceedings, 
1938, p. 229). In other words, the Declaration 
refers to the Millenialistic notion that most 
Cif not all) of the Jews of some future per- 
iod of time will be converted to Christ. Usual- 
ly, this notion is connected with some more or 
Jess complete system of Millennialism, accord- 


Of course, 


Walther did not say this, Cf. 


* Incidentally, .Dr, 
INO, p. 53. 
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ing to which the “conversion of the Jews” 
will usher in the “Millennium.” 


Israel According To The Flesh and Israel 
According To The Spirit 


Now, when we speak of Isracl according 
to the flesh, some may wonder what other 
kind of Israel there can be. According to 
Scripture there is another kind, namely, spir- 
itual Isracl or Israel according to the spirit. 
There are natural descendants of Abraham. 
They are the Jews of all ages. They con- 
stitute Israel] according to the flesh or the 
Jewish nation, ‘To this Israc] Paul refers in 
the words: “Behold Isracl after the flesh” 
(1 Cor, 10, 18). But there are also spiritual 
descendants of Abraham. ‘They are the be- 
lieving Jews of all ages. They constitute 
spiritual Israel.** 


Jesus observed the distinction between Is- 
rac] according to the flesh and spiritual Isracl, 
when He said to the Jews, “I know that ye 
are Abraham’s seed” (John 8,87), and (a 
little later), “If ye were Abraham’s children, 
ye would do the works of Abraham” (v. 39). 
St. Paul teaches the same distinction. He 
says, Rom, 9,6-8, “Not as though the word of 
God hath taken none effect. For they are not 
all Israel, which are of Israel: neither, because 
they are the seed of Abraham, are they. all 
children: but, in Isaac shall thy sced be ealled. 
That is, they which are the children of the 
flesh, these are not the children of God: but 
the children of the promise are counted for 
the seed.” We might paraphrase thus: God’s 
promise to save “Tsrael” is fully effeetive. For 
they are not all “Israel,” which are of Israel: 
neither, because they are the seed of Abra- 
ham, are they all ‘ehildren”’; but, “In Isaac 
shall thy seed be called.” That is, they which 
are the children of the flesh, these are not the 
children of God; but the children of the 
promise are counted for the “seed’’. 


The distinetion between Israc] according to 
the flesh and Israe] according to the spirit is 
comparable to the distinction between the 
visible Church and the invisible Church. The 
visible Chureh comprises all who profess the 
Christian faith, but’ the invisible Church all 
who have the Christian faith. Indeed, one 
might speak of visible Israel and invisible 
[sracl]. Visible Israel would then be all who 


ee We realize that many orthodox teachers repard 
spiritual Israel as ‘the whole number of clect Jews 
and @lect Gentiles. However, for our present purpose it 
is hardly necessary to compare the merits of this inter- 
pretation with the merits of the one which we are fol- 
lowing, Uf the reader prefers the Spiritual Israel of 
Rom. § to 11 as all ‘the eleet, and to substitute this 
view for ours, he will still find the idea of a reneral 
conversion of the Jews to be false. 


are born Jews, or all who are outwardly Jews, 
that is, the Jewish nation of aJ] ages. And 
invisible Israel would be all who would be 
all who arc inwardly Jews or truly children 
of God, that is, believing Jews of all ages. 
“For he is not a Jew, which is one outwardly ; 
neither is that circumcision, which is outward 
of the flesh; but he is a Jew, which is one 
inwardly; and circumcision is that of the 
heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter; 
whose praise is not of men, but of God” 
(Rom. 2, 28-29). Therefore, when a stranger 
speaks of the conversion of Israel, one may 
properly ask which Israel he means: Isracl 
according to the flesh (the Jewish nation of 
all ages), or Israel according to the spirit 
(believing Jews of all ages). The American 
Iutheran Church is no stranger here. We 
know that she does not mean the salvation 
of spiritual Israel (which indeed is not in con- 
troversy), when she speaks of a conversion 
of Israel. She means the conversion of Israel 
according to the flesh, which we deny. 


Israel of the Divine Promise 


God unconditionally promises to save Israel. 
But the assumption of a future and general 
conversion of the Jews is based on the fur- 
ther assumption that those Bible passages 
which unconditionally promise the salvation 
of “Israel,” refer to Isracl according to the 
flesh or the Jewish nation as such. Chief 
among such Bible passages is the following: 
“IT would not, brethren, that ye should be 
ignorant of this mystery, lest ye be wise in 
your own conceits, that blindness in part is 
happened to Israel, until the fullness of the 
Gentiles be come in. And so all Israel shall 
be saved,” ctc. Rom. 11, 25-26. To some 
this passage allegedly indicates a general con- 
version of the Jews in the future. 


“All Isracl shall be saved.” If we consider 
these words without reference to their con- 
text, they teach cither that alll Israel accord- 
ing to the flesh (the Jewish nation of all 
ages) will be saved, or that all spiritual Israel] 
(believeing Jews of all ages) will be saved. 
If we assume that the Jewish nation is meant 
wherever the salvation of Israc] is uncondi-- 
tionally promised by God, then we must teach, 
according to the words just quoted, that all 
Jews of all ages will be saved, no Jew ex- 
cepted, not even Judas Iscariot. For “ALL 
Israel”, whether fleshly or spiritual, is EVERY 
Israelite, EVERY son of Abraham, either ac- 
cording to the flesh or according to the spirit. 
We dare not weaken any “all” of the Gospel. 
Tf we do, then the Gospel will no longer be 
a means of strengthening faith, as it is indeed, 
but will be a means of weakening faith. For 
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“all” certainly includes me, but less than all 
may not include me. The “all” must stand 
in its full force in Rom. 11, 26, that every 
penitent Israelite may have sure hope. “For 
all the promises of God in Him are Yea, and 
in Him Amen, .. .” IICor. 1, 20. A man 
must either teach that all Jews of all ages 
will finally be saved, as more consistent Mil- 
lennialists do, or he must insist that “Israel” 
in Rom. 11, 26 is spiritual Israel. Only thus 
can he preserve the significance of “all.” 


Now if one choose the first alternative 


and teach that all Jews of all ages will finally 
be saved, one contradicts Scripture. For in 
this case one must further assume that there 
are conversions after death, inasmuch as 
many Jews have died in unbelief. However, 
there are no conversions after death, and 
never wil] be. “It is appointed unto men 
once to die, but after this the Judgment,” 
Hebr. 9, 27. If one assumes that all Jews 
will finally be saved, one must also assume 
that God’s iandening. of the human heart is 
not final; and that is a false assumption. Cf. 
Rom. 9, 18-22; John 12, 39-40. But God has 
hardened Israel in part. Rom. 11, 7-10.25. 
Since, however, Scripture does not contradict 
itself, it follows that the whole Jewish nation 
will not be saved, and therefore that St. Paul 
does not refer to it in the words: “All Israel 


shall be saved.” 

The second alternative is that St. Paul 
promises the salvation of all spiritual Israel, 
that is. of all Jews who have believed, who 
now believe, and who will believe in Jesus, 
until death. In other words, the salvation of 
“Israel” in God’s promise is the salvation of 
the elect Jews. Of course, St. Paul is ‘not 
concerned so much with promising the salva- 
tion of spiritual Israel. Rom. -9-11 is rather 
a-passage in which the Apostle shows that 
God is keeping His unconditional promise to 


save “Tsrael.” 


Israel according to the American Lutheran... 
Church 


The American Lutheran Church 
both aforesaid alternatives by choosing a third 
She asks toleration for a teach- 
“all Israel” to Israel accord- 
ing to the flesh, and stil] does not teach that 
all Jews will be saved, She tolerates the doc- 
trine that most of those Jews will be saved, 
who are living on earth during some future 
period of time. To her, then, ‘all Israel’’ is 
neither all Israel according to the flesh nor 
all spiritual Israel. For, obviously, all the 
Jews of a certain period of time are neither 
all Israel according to the flesh nor all spir- 


“avoids” 


“alternative. 
ing which refers 


itual Israel. Therefore, we should not encour 
age the American Lutheran Church in tolerat 
ing this doctrine in her midst. For this doc 
trine of the general conversion of the Jew i 
in the future is an evident perversion o? 
Scripture. Also for this reason Synod ough: 
to rescind the Union Articles of 1938. : 


Rom. 11, 25-26 


Up to this point we have not discussed the 
meaning of Rom, 11, 25-26 to which the 
A.L.C, Declaration — refers, Rom. 11, 26-27 
reads: “T would not, brethren, that ve should 
be ignorant of this mystery, lest ye should 
be wise in your own conceits, that blindness 
in part is happened to Israel until the fulness 
of the Gentiles be come in. And so all Israel 
shall be saved: as it is written, There shall 
come out of Sion the Deliverer, and shall turn 


ungodliness from Jacob: for this is Mx 


away 
when [ shall take away 


covenant with them, 
their sins,” 

In this passage St. Paul reveals a mystery 
we would not know if 
The mystery 
hardness or 


or something which 
God had not revealed it to us. 
is this, that blindness (literally, 
obduraey) in part is happened to Israel until 
the fulness of the Gentiles be come in. Were 
this fact not revealed to us, we might become 
wise in our own conceits, and think that be- 
cause the Jewish nation rejected and crucified 
its Christ, total hardness has come upon it. 
But now we know that only partial hardness 
has come upon the Jewish nation until the 


fulness of the Gentiles be come in.*** 


The Israel which is partically hardened is 
not of course spiritual Israel. To say that 
spiritual Israel is hardened, even in part, is 
a self-contradition. No, Israel according to 
the flesh or the Jewish nation is partially 
hardened,**** The Apostle considers the 
Jewish nation as a unit, and says of this unit 
that it is partially hardened. This means, if 
the Jewish nation be considered as so many 
individuals, that some of them are hardened, 
while others are not hardened. In other 
words, all Jews are never hardened until the 


fulness of the Gentiles has entered. This, 
the that so long as the 


then, is mystery, 
fulness of the Gentiles has not entered, there 
will always be some Jews who are not hard- 


ened. 


“the fulness of the Gen- 


*** We shall see later that 
those Gentiles 


tiles’ is all the elect Gentiles or all 
who will finally be saved, 

“arbitrarily’’ regard 
flesh, but 
we refer 


object. that we 


eee Th anyone 
verse 25 as Israel after the 


the ‘Israel’ of 
the ‘Israel’ of verse 26 as Spiritual Tsrael, 


him to John 8, 37-39 where Jesus both admits and denies 
that the same Jews are descendants of Abraham, that 


is Israelites. 
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Who are these unhardened Jews? They 
are not Jews who bave already come to faith. 
It is self-evident that such Jews are not har- 
dened. The unhardened Jews to whom the 
Apostle refers here are unbelieving Jews. 
That partially hardened Israel of Rom. 11, 
25 consists of unbelieving Jews. But are not 
all unbelievers hardened? To be sure; they 
have hardened themselves. But not all of 
them have been hardened by God; and that 
is the point here. Not all unbelieving Jews 
are hardened by God.***** For some un- 
believing Jews salvation is no longer possible 
heeause God has hardened them; but for 
other unbelieving Jews salvation is still pos- 
sible beeause God has not hardened them. 
And this continues to be the situation among 
the Jews until the fulness of the Gentiles has 
entered. Salvation will be possible for some 
unbelieving Jews until that time. This is the 
mystery, the thing which we would not know 
without divine revelation. 


What will happen to Isracl after the ful- 
ness of the Gentiles has entered, St. Paul 
does not say or even imply, as Millennialists 
seem to think. The word “until” in verse 25 
does not imply that the Jewish nation will 
enter another state after the fulness of he 
Gentiles has entered.****** Tt does not imply 
tither that the Jewish nation will no longer 
be hardened at all (God’s judgment of ob- 
duration is final), or that the Jewish nation 
will be entirely hardened, after the fullness 
of the Gentiles has entered. With what St. 
Paul says in Rom. 11, 25 he describes the 
condition of the Jewish nation only during 
the time when the fulness of the Gentiles is 
entering. During “all this time, or, until the 
fulness of the Gentiles has entered, the Jew- 
ish nation is partially hardened. “And so (in 
this way, thus) all Israel will be saved,” 
namely, the Israel which God has uncondi- 
tionally promised to save. 


Of course the “Tsrael” of promise will not 
a a ee Ee 

**e** Tt should again be noted that salvation is 
farever impossible for those whom God has hardened 
His hardening of the human heart or judgment of ob- 
duration is final . How foolish is, then, the notion that 
all Tsrael according to the flesh will finally be saved! 
fo save those who are under the divine judgment of 
ohduration is a self-contradiction. 


eventual change, Secrip- 
Ct, Acts 7,17, 
multiplied, 


were Th until’ implied an 
‘ure would express some peculiar ideas. 
18: ‘" .. The people (of Israel) grew and 
till another king arose, which knew not Joseph.” It 
‘tH or ‘until’ (The Greek word is the same) im- 
plied an eventual change, then <Acts 7, 17, 18 would 
imply that after that other king arose, Israel ceased 
lo grow and multiply. But exactly the opposite is 
the case .See Mx. 1, 12, 18, 20. Apply the same line 
of thought to 1 Cor. 15, 25: “For He (Christ) must reign, 
his feet.’’ Those 


tif he hath put all enemies under 

who find an eventual change implied in the word ‘until’ 
virtually change ‘the content, substituting ‘‘ And then 
all Israel shall be saved’? for the real words, ‘And so 
all Israel shall be saved." But ‘then’ has a meaning 
entirely different from ‘‘So.” 


all be saved during the period deseribed in 
verse 25. For some Jews have been saved 
during the past, and some are now being 
saved. But up to the present time all “Israel” 
has not yet been saved. It will all be saved 
by the time the fulness of the Gentiles has 
entered. All “Isracl’” will be saved in this 
way, that as in the past and at present (Rom, 
11, 2-5), so also in the future (the mystery 
of Rom, 11, 25), the Jewish nation is not 
completely hardened. A remnant of that na- 
tion can still be saved, and will be saved 
(Rom. 9, 27-28) until the fulness of the 
Gentiles has entered, and in this way all 
“Israel” will certainly be saved, as indeed 
God has promised. ue 


Indeed, if all “Israel” is to be saved at all, 
it must have been saved when the fulness of 
the Gentiles has entered. For after that there 
will be no time to save anyone, “Until the 
fulness of the Gentiles be come in” is equiva- 
lent to “until the Last Day.” Why? ‘The 
fulness of the Gentiles is naturally not all 
Gentiles according to the flesh; for they will 
not all “come in” to the Christian Church. 
The fulness of the Gentiles is all those Gen- 
tiles who will be saved. But, now, Gentiles 
will be saved as long as this earth exists. Tor 
the Gospel which always bears such fruit 
(Is. 55, 10-11; Matt. 13, 8-43) will be preach- 
ed to all nations until the end of the world 
(Matt. 24, 14; Rey. 14, 6-7). As soon, then, 
as the fulness of the Gentiles has come in, 
the world will be destroyed, and time will 
be no more. But until that time “blindness 
in part is happened to Israel,’ and so some 
Jews will always be saved until, finally, all 
“Israel” is saved. To be sure, “Israel” will 
not be large when compared with Israel. It 
will only be a remnant of Israel. But God 
never promised unconditionally to save more 
a remnant of the Jews. ‘Though the 
of the children of Israel be as the 
the sea, a remnant shall be saved.” 


27. 


than 
number 
sand of 
Rom. 9, 


The Apostle substantiates the fact that all 
Israel will be saved, with a quotation from 
the Old Testament, in which the Deliverer is 
promised who will turn away ungodliness from 
Jacob (Israel) when God will take away their 
sins, This Deliverer is our Lord Jesus. Christ. 
When He came to take away sin by the sacri- 
fice of Himself, He also turned away ungod- 
liness from Isracl; that is, He converted and 
saved Israel. The conversion of Israel is, 
therefore, not a still wholly future event, but 
something which has already been happening 
ever sinee the first coming of Christ. 


Those who place the conversion of Israel 
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little he becomes a meek idiot. The sam 
t 


in the future are forced to consider the com- 

ing of Christ which is described in verse 26 applies to religion.” 
to be an imaginary second coming of oe The Federal] Council of Churehes has bee: 
before the Last Day. For the conversion of duet tk promplink the aroHe oF the: Commaay: 
panel Deans wath the age ay eke Deliverct: ists in the churches; it has sponsored th/ 
But the discussion of that fetitions: COMES of affiliations between Protestant, Jewish anc 
Christ before the Last Day (for a “millennial Catholic churches; it is accomplishing its pur 


ay Fee athi y itself, requiring its : F j . . 
reign”) is something by itself, req 2 pose—it has started a series of compromise: 


which will eventually mean the destruectior 


own time and place. 
When we compromise and joix 


—D. L. Pfeiffer. ok neliivinn, 
the Modernists in religion, we are meeting: 
on common ground. the Reform Jews whe 
have also compromised and left their Ortho- 


A Lay Member Of Our Church 
I 1 ‘ in dox Jewish faith. The whole movement has 
Writes President Behnken Regarding Re ieee ese 


The “Cresset’”’* ists. who are much closer to dominating the 

world than Hitler ever will be. We listen anc 
fall for their talk sbout the Kingdom of 
‘arth and the universal brother~ 


Dr. J. W. Behnken, President, 


Ev, Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Heaven on 
Oak Park, Hlinois. hood of man,—noble aims, to be sure; but, 
Re: The Cresset the Bible tells us that Goed’s Kingdom is not 
of this earth. If we would open onr eves and 
Dear Dr. Behnken: not only our ears to their babble,we would 
see how diametrically opposite are their deeds 


Yor years J have watched the progress the 
Communists have made in our country, have from their words; how they ushered in the 
watched them worm their way into our organ~- New Order” in Russia by murdering millions 
izations, even into our churehes. Perhaps I of people ; how other millions starved to 
entertained a Pharisaical smugness for I felt death, leaving hordes of homeless children to 
that our conservative Lutheran Church would “eve the streets; we would sec a country with- 
never succumb to this influence, but recently ont God, because God is not allowed | there. 
I have seen several copies of the Cresset, and W e would also ace that they are aa RALS IN 
I find to my great sorrow that the dread THE NAME OF NATIONAL DEFENSE, to 

has spread into our fasten their tentacles on our own country, We 
have been administered concentrated doses 
of education in “tolerance.” We have learned 


Incorporated in the Communists’ program — our Jesson so well that we are tolerating the 


of overthrow of existing governments are destruction of our U. S, Constitution and our 
rcligion—in short, the destruction of all the 


these three chief aims:—-I, Abolition of priv- 

ate property; 2, Destruction of our family liberties our forefathers fought and died for. 
institution; 8, Destruction of religion. Read We have forgotten that “the price of liberty 
from the official Communist hook what they is eternal vigilance.” So in the church—if the 
say about religion: guardinas of our Faith, the ministers of the 
Gospel, do not defend the Faith, to whom 


eancer, Communism, 
chureh also, 


“If we analyze these ideas and try to Qual) we turn? 
understand the origin of religion and why 
it is so strongly supported by the bourgeo- Will vou review the August issue of the 
isic, it will become clear that the real sig- Cresset with me? It surpasses Luce’s Life, 
nificance of religion is that it is a poison Times, and Fortune magazines in its propa~ 
which is still being instilled into the people. ganda for Communism and war. Note the 
It will also become clear why the party of “atrocity” stories on page 5, strangely re- 
the communists is a strong antagonist of miniscent of propaganda given us during the 
religion, ... There is a poison called opium; last war, On page 7 I find this sentence: 
when that is smoked, sweet visions appear; “What is more, it is acts such as these which 
you feel as if you were jn paradise, But make it inescapable necessary for government 
its action tells on the health of the smoker. to take over the contro) of an ever increasing 
His health is gradually ruined, and little by umber of areas in American life.” What is 
this if it is not propaganda for abolition of 
iat Gn lipee@lon Crecee Wialee on Ite ee Peer ae teak OF page.” is de: 
within our church who are somewhat informed with voted to criticism of Russia—resembling the 
a Gpchiben of a MIMEGUFE econ coe niOn io ONT. technic regularly employed by 
Glenn Vilyn, W1.—Editor. Communists, 
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Page 19—"“Back to Medievalism”’—'his is 
a discussion of several hooks written by 
Jacques Maritain of France, and later a pro- 
fessor in Toronto, Canada. A little investiga- 
tion shows him to be one of the most extreme 
Bose in the Catholic Church, and a man 
who, strangely enough, concerns himself much 
more over the perseeution of a few Jews in 
Germany than over millions of Catholies in 
Russia. He also lectures about the “New 
Order’ when he comes to the States, All in 
all. T can’t see why the political-economieal 
ond religious views of a Catholic professor 
should be of sueh great concern to us TLuth- 
erans, 

Page 47—"“The Literary Scene’—Here we 
have reviews of books, most of which are by 
refugees and other radical writers. Some of 
the writings of Thomas Mann have been con- 
demned in a Catholic magazine as filthy and 
obscene, He is just one more foreigner who 
has come here to tell us Americans how to 
run our country. He says concerning Russia: 
“ . , it constitutes a reinforcement of de- 
mocracy.” He also thinks we should change 
our form of government. He says: “A reform 
is necessary whieh will make of it something 
very different from the freedom that existed 
and could exist in the times of our fathers 
and forefathers, the epoch of bourgeois liber- 
aism, ... The reform T have in mind must 
be a soetal reform, a reform in the social 
sense, ,. . Moreover, this social reform must 
aim at spiritual’ as well as economic freedom.” 
(from “The Coming Victory of Democracy.’’) 


The one book of fiction reviewed “Junior 
Miss’ may or may not be propaganda; how- 
ever, it is mentioned as a Book-of-the-Month- 
Club book. In the Congressional Record of 
July 17th you will find a charge brought out 
hy Rep, Paul Shafer of Michigan that this 
book is just one more propaganda medium. 
As an extra dividend to its members 200,000 
copies of Streit’s “Union Now” are being dis- 
tributed free, 

Page 59—"A Survey of Books” —This sec- 
tion contains the names of the reddest of the 
reds—from Dorothy Thompson down, 

Page 68—“Cheek List of Books Reviewed” 
(From Feb, to July 1941), Here we find a 
regular rogues’ gallery of un-American, radi- 
cal and pro-war writers, those who are work- 
ing through the churches, the schools, the ad- 
ministration, and through mere fiction. We 
see here even the name of the Englishman, 
Bertrand Russell, teacher of sex immorality 
and atheism. He was dismissed from Cam- 
bridge University and prevented from taking 
a post in one of our eastern schools, but is 


still free to write and expound his immoral 
philosophies on American lecture platforms. 
Here is the name of Harold Rugg, who has 
been exposed as the writer of subversive text- 
books for our schools, Rugg has written: “Tt 
is Utopian to expect to achieve revolutionary 
goals without using revolutionary means, . . 
Schools as far as possible must be run as part 
of the propaganda ageney.” (See Seribner’s 
Commentator, Nov., 1941.) Here, too, is the 
extreme radical Hewlett Johnson on “The 
Soviet Power,’—and Harold [ckes himself. 
The fact that books are elassified as “Reeom- 
mended—with reservations” or “Not recom- 
mended” does not explain’ why they should 
be honored with a review in.a Lutheran 


Chureh organ. 

Page 66-——M \GAZINES—“Fortune Maga- 
zine” is a Luce publication, Mr. Henry Luce, 
educated in England, is one of the most rabid 
war interventionists in the country, 

Page 68—MOTION PICTURES—“Citizen 
Kane’’—One of the outstanding propaganda 
pictures. “The Bride Came C, O. D.”’—Cres- 
set does not recommend this picture and clas- 
ses it as “racy” and on the “shady side.” 
Then, why is it given almost a-page of review 
in a church paper? It looks like part of the 
Communist program of lowering moral stand- 
ards, first step towards breaking down .our 
family institution. 

% * * ¥ 

If some church leaders have been “beguiled 
with enticing words” and have accepted the 
social gospel of Marx, why are they not hon- 
est cnough to tell us, instead of joining the 
Communists in forcing their doctrine upon 
us-and our children by subtle, underhanded 
methods? Many people are the unwitting 
tools of the Communists, for they blindly 
follow the leader and don’t apply their own 
reason to questions at hand; some may ques- 
tion a point, but in this age where tolerance 
is everything, they would rather not ask the 
question than appear to be narrow-minded. 
Tor this reason a small minority can wreck 
a whole organization before the plot is dis- 


covered—if only the members are tolerant 


enough, 
Tt is time we question some of the activities 
in our chureh,.... 


This letter is not written to unduly criticize 
our church. J] truly believe that our religious 
liberty is at stake unless there are more pas- 
tors who will stand up and defend the Faith. 
Surely a magazine like the Cresset has no 
place in our church or in our country, 

Sincerely, 


Mrs. E. G. Goddard, 
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Something We 


Must Constantly 
Guard Against 

How often history shows us that men of 
exceptional ability and will, in the end, be- 
come a detriment to the cause they represent. 
They start out as servants of a cause. They 
end by making the cause serve them.—R. F. 
Golladay, The Son of God Rides On, p. 28. 
—P. H. B. 


@ A Chronological Study Of The Pray- 
er-Fellowship Question In The Pre- 
sent Union Movement 


Reflections on One of the Questions That 
Were before the Ft. Wayne Convention 
of the Missouri Synod 


One of the points on which both the Mis- 
sourt Synod and the A. L. C. admit that there 
is disagrcement between them, is the prayer- 
fellowship question. Since this question will 
no doubt loom high in future discussions with- 
in the Missouri Synod and in Inter-Synodical 
Conferences, it may be helpful for such dis- 
cussions, to consider, in chronological order, 
certain developments which have taken place 
since the time it was made known by our 
Union Committee that such disagreement ex- 
isted, 


‘Dec. 8, 1939: The Missouri Synod Commit- 
tee on Lutheran Union reported in a letter to 
the clergy of the Missouri Synod as follows: 
“Another point advanced by the American 
Lutheran Commissioners to illustrate that they 
do not regard acceptance of the Brief State- 
men to imply endorsement of every detail in 
it, had to do with the question of unionism. 
We quote: ‘With Sec. 28 of the Brief State- 
ment we, of course, confess our adherence to 
the Galesburg Rule, although we find our- 
selves unable to see that all of the Seripture- 
passages referred to here or otherwise quoted 
are applicable as proofs for this rule. Like- 
wise, with the same seetion we reject all 
unionism but call attention te the fact that 
we consider prayer-fellowship wider than 
church-fellowship and that therefore in’ cer- 
tain cases we may occasionally pray privately 
with some one with whom we are not in 
church-felowship.’ Our reply was: ‘Generally 
speaking, prayer-fellowship involves church- 
fellowship. There may be cases, however, 
where the question whether common prayer 
means fellowship belongs to the field of casu- 
istry.” We did not have time to enter fully 
upon the much-debated subject of prayer- 


feHowship, The American Lutheran Chure 
commissioners as well as we realize that her! 
there is a difference, pertaining not so muc’ 
Cif at all) to the principles involved as to th? 
application to be made of these principles 
Patient and thorough discussion is requirec 
in order that unity in this sphere, too, may 
be attained. We shall, of course, continue 
to consider this topic with the Americar 
Lutheran Church commissioners.” (P. 8 of 
letter of Committee on Lutheran Union ta 
the Clergy of the Mo. Synod.) 


Feb. 1940: Ina pamphlet entitled “In the 
Interest of Lutheran Unity” Dr. M. Reu of 
the A, L. ©., on page 46, writes as follows : 
Fo cannot find any Bible-texts which forbid 
prayer-fellowship with non-Lutherans who 
sincerely believe in Christ as the God-man 
and their only Savior and pray with me to 
the Father in Christ’s holy name, and. still 
Jess any text which forbids such prayer fellow - 
ship with Lutherans who do not agree with 
me in all points of doctrine. The Bible texts 
commonly adduced to fortify this position can 
be foreed to carry this meaning only when 
they are generalized in wholly unjustified 
fashion, The glory of the Missouri Synod 
has been in strict adherence to the Word of 
God; why does it, by unwarranted generaliza- 
tions, go beyond the Word of God?” 


June 1940: The American Lutheran stated 
editorially: “Apparently the problem which 
perplexes Prof. Fendt (A. L. C.) and leaders 
in other Lutheran bodies most deeply is the 
question of prayer-fellowship. We can only 
say that there is a difference of opinion in 
the Missouri Synod on this question.” (Ameri- 
can Lutheran, Vol. XXIIT., No. 6., p. 4.) 


Aug. 1940: The Synodical Conference 
which met in Chicago, T., Aug. 1-6, 1940, 
engaged in a discussion of the prayer-fellow- 
ship question which resulted ino the inclusion 
of the word “prayer-fellowship” in the follow- 
ing resolution which was adopted: “That we 
ask the Missouri Synod not to enter into 
fellowship (prayer-~, altar—, pulpit-fellow- 
ship) with the American Lutheran Church 
until matters now objected to by members 
of the Synodical Conference have been clari- 
fied and until the whole matter has once 
more been presented to another mecting of 
the Svnodical Conferenee, a poliey which has 
already been laid down by the Missouri Synod 
itself in the above reference.” (Syn. Conf. 
Report, 1940, p. 89.) 


Sept. 3, 1940: The editors of the Lutheran 
Witness stated: “Leaders of the A. I. C. be- 
lieve that prayer is under some cireumstances 
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permissible with those agreeing with us in 


the essentials of Christianity though not 
throughout in confessional harmony. From 


this view we.dissent. It is clear that the econ- 
cept of fellowship must be clarified before 
we can enter into fraternal relations with the 


ALL. C.” (PB. 807.) 


Oct. 1940: In a statement setting forth to 
the A. L. C, the factors preventing the estab- 
lishment of fellowship between the two bodies, 
the Missouri Synod Committee on Lutheran 
Union, among other things, stated: “It ought 
to be mentioned, too, that with respect to 
prayer-fellowship it seems that in the Av L. G 
a more liberal practice is followed than that 
which obtains in the Missouri Svnod. We 
wish to state our firm conviction that ordinar- 
ily praver-fellowship involves church-fellow- 


ship.” (C. T. ML, Vol. XT, p. 930.) 


In answer to this the A. L. C., in conven- 
tion assembled at Detroit, Oct. 10-17, stated 
officially: “Referring to prayer-fellowship, we 
are still convinced that prayer-fellowship is 
wider than church-fellowship, but we do not 
consider this difference as church-divisive and 
helieve in the course of time it will be over- 
come completely.” (C. T. M. Vol. XI, p. 933.) 


May 1941: The Confessional Lutheran in 
treating the passage Rom. 16, 17 as it applies 
to the prayer-fellowship question — stated: 
“This passage clearly commands us to avoid 
joint worship with those who hold doctrines 
which diverge from the prophetic and apos- 
tolie writings. This passage does not in any 
way restrict itself to public worship, but in- 
cludes all forms of worship (whether public 
or private.) And prayer certainly is an act 
of worship as our own Synodical Catechism 
clearly states.” (C. 1., Vol. II, p. 52.) The 
Confessional Lutheran furthermore quoted 
from the Concordia Cyclopedia which de- 
clares:: “There is one rule which permits 
the Christian conscience to be sure of divine 
approval: join in prayer and worship only 
with those who are united with us by a com- 
mon faith and profession.” C. I, Vol. IT. p. 53. 


June 1941. The Convention Services of the 
Lutheran Witness, reporting the Delegate 
Synod at Fort Wayne, announced the adop- 
tion of the following paragraph by the Synod: 
“In the meantime, it be understood that no 
pulpit-altar- or prayer-fellowship has been 
established between us and the American 
Iutheran Church; and and until such fellow- 
ship has been officially declared by the Synods 
concerned, no action is to be taken by any 
of our pastors or congregations which ignores 
the fact that we are not yet united.” Here- 


upon follows the report of the discussion 
which preceded the adoption. of this para- 
graph—“The question was raised whether 
this would forbid opening Inter-Synodical 
Conferences such as were held between the 
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran 
Chureh with prayer. Prayer-fellowship still 
remains a much discussed problem as was 
indicated by the fact that at least 12 men 
were of divided opinion on the floor of 
Synod, Dr. Fritz requested that we do not 
discuss this any further, as it calls for more 
time than is available to us and is irrelevant. 
‘The Committee itself has not considered this 
at all in its meeting.’ President Behnken then 
said, “This question should be diseussed by 
local conferences throughout the entire trien- 
nium.’ Dr. Graebner stated, ‘Our Synod is 
in a new position since it has for the first 
time adopted a joint statement of doctrine 
with a synod which had once differed from 
us. There is even now no perfect doctrinal 
agreement, vet we have an official basis for 
future fellowship.* Naturally the question of 
joint prayers in Inter-Synodical Conferences 
has not found all of us in agreement. But 
the section before us says nothing either for 
or against such joint prayer and can safely 
be adopted.” Dr. O. Geiseman added: ‘This 
subject of prayer-fellowship in Inter-Synod- 
ical Conferences should not at this time be 
forced to a final decision.’ President J. C. 
Meyer said: ‘I would like to warn the con- 
vention that if it rejects this paragraph, it 
also rejects our stand as to pulpit- and altar- 
fellowship.’ The section was then unanimously 
adopted.” 


July 1941: A Pastor of the American 
Lutheran Church writes in the Journal of 
Theology: “While we emphasize emphatically 
the propriety of joint prayer with representa- 
tives of Lutheran bodies which as yet are not 
in pulpit- and altar-fellowship with us, broth: 
erly charity may advise even here that we 
forego that blessed privilege of common 
prayer if such representatives from the other 
camp would see in this a violation of con- 
science. In this ease they would be the weak- 
ev brethren though they may be highranking 
leaders in their respecive communions, their 
weakness being the result of a life-long train- 


* Dr. Graebner was, of course, entirely mistaken 
when he stated: “Our Synod is in a new position since 
it has for the first time adopted a joint statement of 
doctrine with a synod which had once differed from us.” 
The Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church 
never adopted any joint statement of doctrine. his 
was one of the things which were made very clear 
on the floor of the Ft. Wayne convention. Dr, Graebner 
was wholly right when he stated: “There is even now 
no perfect doctrinal agreement”’ between the Missouri 
Synod and the American Lutheran Church. The Con- 
fessional Lutheran will, in a future issue, discuss this 
question in detailL-—-P. H. B. 


tO 


ing. In situations Like this, however, it be- 
comes imperative for us to seek to enlighten 
the opposing breathren, especially since fore- 
going our Jiberty in such cases may cause 
justifiable offense in the other direction, name- 
ly among our own brethren and it will certain- 
Iv prevent us from attaining that very. unity 
we seek to accomplish. It may even be our 
duty to omit such meetings altogether when 
it hecomes apparent thet our efforts are. futile, 
and that the refusal of prayer-fellowship is 
no longer due to weakness.” (Journal of The- 
ology of the American Lutheran Conference, 
July 1941, p. 588.) 


Aug. 1941: Dr. Geiseman in his column in 
the ‘American Lutheran speaks of prayer-fel- 
lowship ag a’ subject “on which the under- 
standing and viewpoint’ of a’ very large num- 
ber of our pastors has changed ‘appreciably 
during recent years as a result of careful 
Bible ‘Study and conference 


A. L., Vol. XXIV., No. 8. p. 5. 


disenssions.” 


These excerpts will serve to emphasize (to 
those who are not wholly indifferent to the 
matter) the very serious situation which pre- 
vails among us in the important question of 
prayer-fellowship, Not only is there disagree- 
ment between the official positions of the A. 


L. C. and the Missouri Synod on the question - 


but it is openly admitted that there is a lack 
of agreement among the pastors of the Mis- 
souri Synod on this point. To try to hide, 
minimize, overlook, or pass by this problem 
without reaching a settlement on the basis of 
God’s Word, is the sheerest folly. Tf we per 
mit this diversity of opinion to go on without 
a settlement we will fal] imto the same class 
with the American Lutheran Conference where 
pastors are permitted to hold diverse opinions 
without official censure or discipline. It 8 
necessary that we also speak the same words 
and have the same mind and the same judg- 
ment also with regard to this question © 
prayer-fellowship, Also here we are to te 
member the warning about the growth of the 
small leaven. As stated by the venerable 
President of Syned, this is a question which 
should be discussed by Conferences durinf 


the entire triennium. 


—C, M. G. 


NOTE:—This October issue of the Confes 
sional Lutheran has bcen unduly delayed YY 
‘no fault of ours, due to changes in the print- 
shop in which the presswork on it is dove 


—P. H. B. 
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f the AL L, C, with Regard to the Holy 


© Shall Negotiations With The 
American Lutheran Church Now 


Be Continued? 


Dr. M, Reu, most influential leader in the 
Amertean Tutheran Chareh, editor of its 
theological journal, Kirchliche Zeitschrift, 
wd prominent member of that church body’s 
“ion committee has made it clear that our 
Mswer to the question in the caption of this 
Mticle ought to be “NO”! Under the title 
Must the Negotiations with Missouri Now 
ease?” Dy. Reu writes a lengthy article in 
the October issue of the Kirchliche Zeitschrift 
" which he purposes to show that in spite 
“things which have oceurred to make further 
Negotiations move difficult, negotiations should 
Yet be continned. In this article Dr. Reu gives 
Mvance notices that if anyone is entertaining 
Wc hope that by the formulation of a new 
focument the A, EL. C. will in any way amend 
ts position as presented in its “Deeleration” 
‘ach an one js clinging to a hope which is 
fotile and Useluss from the start. He states 
ME in its “Declaration” the A. L. C. has 
Aone as far as its conscience wil! permit and 
that it. will go no step further. Hlostrating 
this determination more coneretely he savs 
Hat as for the four points termed “nou- 
fandamenta} dvetrines” in the St. Louis Reso- 


— For the Reeord. 
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lutions of 1958, there is no hope that the 
A. LL. Cy. will recognize Missouri’s teaching 
on them as being the only correct one to 
the exelusion of all others, Those who have 
such hopes are decciving themselves, he says. 
He goes further, in saying that those like- 
wise err who think that although there jis no 
agreement on these points now, yet acecept- 
anee of Missouri’s teaching on them must 
iltimately come. Wiilingness to study these 
points is expressed, but if the goal of this 
study is to be acknowledgment of Missouri's 
teaching of these Bible passages as being the 
only right one, then he says it were better 
that such study be not entered upon. In 
the face of these bald assertions how can any 
committee of the Missouri Synod ever hope 
to fulfill the mandate of the Fort Wayne 
Convention “that also in reference to these 
teachings we. endeavor to establish full agree- 
ment? ? When this very prominent member 
of the A. L. ©, Union Committee states in 
an offieial publication of the A. L. C. that 
this church will not amend anything it has 
stated in its Declaration, how can any com- 
mittee of Missouri enter into negotiations with 
it and hope to fullfill Resolution 8¢ adopted 
at Fort Wayne, which reads as follows: “In 
preparing this one document our Committee 
praverfully and carefully consider all the mis- 
givings and objections that have been cxpres- 
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sed in memorials presented to this convention 
or otherwise; and that this one document be 
so clearly written that there can be no mis- 
understanding in reference to the meaning 
which the words are to convey.” Such state- 
ments as those referred to, coming from one 
who has been most prominently associated 
with the A, L. Cl’s dealings in the Union 
matter simply close the door to further nego- 
tations, unless we are ready to ignore what 
everyone ought clearly to see by this time, 
namely, that these people are not coming to 
us to ask us for a reason for the hope that 
is in us, but are merely interested in reaching 
a certain goal—pulpit, altar, and prayer-fel- 
lowship with Missouri without doctrinal unity. 


Fort Wayne Resolution No. 7, on the Union 
matter reads: “That our sister Synods in the 
Synodical Conferenee be asked to send their 
representatives to the joint meetings of this 
Committee.” In his article, Dr. Reu frowns 
on this and says that while the A. L. C. pos- 
siblv had vood reasons for opposing an in- 
vitation to have the sister synods of Missour 
take part in past negotiations, there are still 
stronger reasons why it will be difficult to 
agree to such an invitation now. Concerning 
this invitation, which Missouri extends to 
her sister synods, Dr, Reu says: “Here truly 
is a’ point which makes the continuation of 
negotiations difficult.” The only explanation 
he has to give for the passage of Resolution 
7 is that the majority at Fort Wayne had 
not read or sufficiently considered the expres- 
sions of the Norwegian Synod and the Wis- 
consin Synod. For, he says, if they had, they 
would scarcely have left. this point in’ the 
report unchanged. Here again we note that 
an examination and testing of the doctrinal 
position of the A. LL. C. is not very welcome. 
The fact that the Norwegian Synod and the 
Wiseonsin Svnod have tested their doctrinal 
position and found it wanting, are the rea- 
sons, no doubt. why. they are by the A. L. 
considered so undesirable as participants in 
the union negotiations. Here again it should 
he clear that the A. TL. ©. is not so much 
interested in doctrinal discussions as in reach- 
ing a certain goal—namely, unionistie pulpit, 
altar, and praverfellowship with Missouri. 


Under the circumstances can Missouri 
tinue to defend her negotiations with the 
A. 1. C. on the basis of [ Peter 8, 15, “Be 
ready always to give an answer to every man 
that asketh you a reason of the hope that is 
in vou”? Indeed, it is more clear than cver 
thet Missouri has another task to perform, 
to tell the American Lutheran 


of 


econ- 


and that is 
Church that further negotiations are out 
the question as things now stand. 


Missouri now has the plain Seriptural cL Ke 
of applying such passages as Romans 16, a 


to the situation in hand. 
—C, M. G. 


@ Was Walther A “Fundamentalist ', 7 


A Discussion of a Most Important Questx ” 
In Connection with the Ft. Wayne o 
Resolutions of the Missouri 
Synod 


Tas Doctor Walther a “Fundamentalist” ’- 
ae, is to say, was he one of those liberalis te 
is necessary to be 
“fundamental” doe 


spirits who insist that it 


agreed only in so-called 
trines, and who regard as a schismatie ever = 
“non-fundamental 7 


ry 


one who demands unity in 
also? 
raise such 

bg 2 aw gh 
question as has been here. ef 
that question has been raised. And it hex" 
raised by no one less than the editox” 


official publicatio 7 
I 


Tt may seem absurd even to 
suggested 


béen 
of the Lutheran Witness, 
of the Missouri Synod, 

In its issue of Aug. 6, 1940, the Lutherax 


Witness says that on page 119 of the volum? 
Walther and the Church (C.P.H., 1988) “Die 
Walther defines as ‘schismatie communions: 
(churches keeping up an unjustified division } 
those which desroy the unity of the Churely 
‘non-fundamental errors or per- 


on aecount of 
or wieked life’.” 


sonalities or ceremonies 

Now, it is in the first place not true that 
you will find. on page 119 of the volume 
referred to, the statement which the Lutheran 
Witness credits to it. The editors of the 
Lutheran Witness did not cite the statement 
which is found on the given page of the 
volume that has been named, as we shall 
see anon, 

Before going into this matter any further, 
however, we would ask our readers. to nots 
for the present that if the statement of the 
Lutheran Witness were correct, it would 
horribile dictu — make a Se ee 
of Dr. Walther! If Walther had really a 
what the Lutheran Witness pnstueenlg charge: 
him with having taught, Walther would aioe 
have been a true Christian teacher. Thank 
God, Walther was far from holding the false 
position mistakenly attributed to him. In ac- 
cordance with the Eighth Commandment and 
the Law of Love it is our Christian obligation 
to defend Walther’s fair name (Mt. 5, 19) 

(Cp. eg. Prov. 31. sf.) 
though the charge made 
not made 


against such charges. 
This is true even 
against Dr. Walther was, no doubt, 
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out of malice, but was rather due to a com- 
plete misunderstanding of Walther’s position, 
though stated by him in such simple. honest 
Saxon that it should seem difficult to mis- 
understand him at all. This is true all the 
more because of the far-reaching implications 
of the erroneous view attributed to Dr, 
Walther by the Lutheran Witness, and the 
unfortunate use which this Journal has made 
of such implications in the interest of a liberal 
misinterpretation of the St. Louis Union Re- 
solutions of 1988 and the historical position 
of the Missouri Synod, 


The Lutheran Witness itself scems to have 
sensed that there was something wrong about 
its use of Walther. For, after a bit of eon- 
fused and confusing discussion of the Ameri- 
can Lutheran Churel’s Sandusky Resolutions, 
it restricted its use of the statement which it 
had mistakenly eredited to Dr. Walther to 
just certain undefined “non-fundamentals,”’ 
saving: “These non-fundamentals (which have 
been under diseussion)* are indeed of a na- 
ture that no one treat a difference re- 
garding them as divisive without becoming 
what Dr. Walther in his thesis calls ‘schis- 
matic or separatistie.” (August 6. 1960, p. 
275), 


mae 


Now, the Lutheran Witness cannot thus 
restrict its use of the statement it has mis- 
takenly credited to Dr. Walther. For if 


Walther really “defines as ‘schismatie com- 
munions’ (churches keeping up an unjustified 
division) those whieh destroy the unity of 
the Church on aceount of ‘non-fundamental’ 
errors,” then, so far as Walther is coneerned, 
non-fundamentals in general, all non-funda- 
mentals, “are indeed of a nature that no one 
ean treat a difference regarding them as divi- 
sive without becoming what Dr. Walther in 
his thesis calls ‘schismatie or separatistic’.” 
In other words, Walther would have been a 
“Fundamentalist.” 


But, thank God, as already stated, Walther 
fortunately never was guilty of the statement 
which is iistakenly credited to him by the 
Lutheran Witness. ‘The statement which the 
Lutheran Witness says is to be found on page 
119 of the volume, Walther and the Church, 
will as already stated, not be found there. 
One will rather find there this wholly correct, 
orthodox, Scriptural statement: “Comimunions 
destroying the unity of the Chureh for non- 
fundamental errors or personalities or wicked 
life, according to God’s Word are schismatic 
or separatistic communions.” (Our emphasis.) 


*The Lutheran Witness never made clear just exactly 
which ‘non-fundamentals’ were under discussion. 


That is rather clear language. ‘fhe Lutheran 
Witness docs not cite that clear language. It 
substitutes, instead, its own Janguage—langu- 
age which makes possible unwarranted sup- 
port of its own mistaken view regarding “non- 
fundamentals.” [ts statement, to cite it again, 
“defines as ‘schismatiec communions’ churehes 
keeping up oan unjustified division) those 
which destroy the unity of the Chureh on 
account of ‘non-fundamental’ errors.” (Our 
emphasis.) Now, it certainty wakes a great 
deal of difference whether one (correctly) 
says that anyone who dissolves a marriage 
relation for an improper affair is an adulterer;: 
or whether one (mistakenly) says that anyone 
who dissolves a marriage relation on account 
of an improper affair, viz. on the part of the 
other party to the marriage, is an adulterer— 
a difference which the Lutheran Witness docs 
not seem to have diseerned. Fven so, the 
langnage of Dr. Walther is clearer still, For 
we must still point out that the translation 
of Walther’s thesis whieh Dr. Dallmann sup- 
plicd in the volume, Walther and the Church, 
and which we have had oceasion to refer to, 
does not render precisely Walther’s statement 
as found in the original German, although it 
does reproduce its sense correctly. Walther’s 
statement .rendered exactly, as it originally 
appeared, in his classic monogram, The Ev. 
Luth. Church the True Visible Church of God 
Upon Earth, reads: “Communions which de- 
stroy the unity of the Chureh through errors 
not subversive of the foundation of faith, or 
because of ceremonies, or life, represent divi- 
sions (schismatic bodies), or separatistic com- 
munions.” (P. 85. Our emphasis. )** 


No, Walther was not a “Fundamentalist.” 
He simply believed, as we do, and as does 
every true confessional Lutheran, that who- 
ever destroys the unity of the Church 
THROUGH an error not subversive of the 
foundation of faith is a schismatic—as dis- 
from seetarians or heretics, who 
destroy the unity of the Chureh through 
fundamental errors. On the basis of T Cor. 
1t, 18f, Walther made a distinction between 
these two, as did other Lutheran theologians 
before him. But as for the question of 
fellowship, he rightly taught in all of his 
work that an orthodox chureh can fellowship 
neither the one nor the other. He believed 
and taught. throughout his long career, what 
the Missouri Synod still believes and teaches 
gn ig Se 

oe WT difference in 


order to of Walther, 
sly Walther 


tinguished 


attention to this 


calling 
rendering 


Dallmann's 
carefylly and precis 


are nat 
evitieize Dr 


Init rather to show how 
spoke, niaking ff extremely diffieult if not impossible to 
misunderstand hin. 

eeThis subject has been discussed somewhat more 


fully in the July issue of the Confessional Lutheran. 


sed de 


according to its It. Wayne Resolutions of 
1941, which stipulate that “it be understood 
that the term ‘non-fundamental doctrines’ 


which has been used should not be made to 
convey the idea that anything clearly re- 

saled in Seripture, although not absolutely 
neces for salvation, may be denied.” (Gen- 
eral Proceedings, 1941, p. 302.) What the 
It. Wayne Resolutions ask for could hardly 
be made any clearer than Walther made it. 


Applying the simple truth which has been 
set forth here more particularly to the situa- 
tion that confronts us in the present Lutheran 
Union Movement, we must say that if the 
Missouri Synod were to sacrifice Seriptural 
truth and destroy the unity of the Chureh— 
and more particularly that of the Synodical 
Conference—through or for such “non-funda- 
mental” millenialistic errors as those for 
which the American Lutheran Church de- 
mands tolerance (concerning the conversion 
of the Jews, the question of the resurrection 


of the martyrs, Antichrist, and-a future “mil- 
Jenial reign of Christ’), then the Missouri 


Synod would become what Walther rightly 
calls a schismatic communion. 
Pp. H. B. 


© The Position Of The American 
Lutheran Church With Regard 


To The Holy Scriptures 
By Rey. Geo, O, Lillegard 
(Continued) 
The Clearness of Scripture 


Tt is an essential part of faith in Scriptur 
as the divinely inspired Word of God that 
we accept and believe the words as they stand 
without trying to harmonize them with our 
own reason or with human science and_ phil- 
osophy, neither adding thereto, nor subtract- 
ing therefrom by the interpretations and ex- 
planations of popes, theologians and church 
God has made His words so clear 
that no mere man can make them more clear 
and plain than they already are. (Cf. Ps. 119, 
105, ete.) All departures from the saving 
truth are due, not to any unelearness or un- 
certainty in Scripture itself, /but to the stub- 
born prejudices and wilful blindness that too 
often are found even in those who profess 
to believe in God. Just as sins against the 
Law of God are due to the old Adam which 
regenerated persons also haye, not to any 
indefiniteness or unclearness in the command- 
ments themselves, so the heresies and doc- 
trina] errors which disturb the Christian 


councils, 


moral, 2 


Church are the mental, 
not 


spiritual weaknesses of Christians, age 
any lack of clearness or simplicity in the cli as 
trinal statements of the Bible. Thus noth i © 
could be more clear and simple than, for eth 
ample, the words of Christ in the institut?: = 
of the Lord’s Supper, or the words of Mos?! 


coneerning the time required for the ee. 
Yet Christians have disagre tr) 


meaning of those words .- © 
ase 


due to 


of creation. 
seriously on the 
because they put human interpretations, b: 


on reason or on science, above the w on 


alone. 
‘What is Seri, 


Still we read in the essay, 
ture?” by Dr. Reu, which we have been re 
t : * > 
viewing in a series of articles: “The Serip~ 


tures are clear and perspicuous per se; the a7 
perspicuity is the basis and presupposition ror 
all exegetical work in the Church, But thi? 
perspicuity must be rightly understood. Tl? 
perspicuity of Sees is a growing thing 
and here John 16, 13 with its promise: “Ih € 
Spirit will lead you into all truth,’ is to 
applied. It is a faet that the Church did not 
from the very beginning understand ever x: 
phase of Seripture, but during the course of 
history, under the guidance of God, the mean-— 
ing of Scripture becomes ever plainer ancl 
clearer, Centuries passed and St. Pau] was 
not understood, and Luther himself had react 
his Bible for years, being certainly an honest 
secker after truths, and did not find the right 
understanding of Rom. 1, 17 with its terna 
of God, until God Himself 


‘righteousness 
opened his eyes. Tf the Church er 
faithfully to ponder the Word of God, it 


makes ever more complete use of all Ae ee: 
branches of study (such as grammar, Jexi- 
cography, history, etc.) and if it makes moral 
progress, then the Spirit will lead the Church 
in corresponding measure, but in His own 
time, into the comprehension of Seripture. 
often in opposition to errors that may arise 
from time to time.” (p. 74.) 


Compare with this the words of Dr, I'v. 
Pieper in his “Christliche Dogmatik”: “God 
has arranged the Holy Scripture so that any 
error in Christian teaching is impossible so 
long as we remain in simple faith on His 
Word. (Cf. John 8, 81-32. I Tim. 6, 38.) 
Hence also Luther's constant admonition 
never to put an interpretation (gloss) in place 
of words of Seripture themselves (in place 
of ‘the naked Seripture’). ‘The Word they 
still shall Jet abide!’ It is a characteristic of 
the Lutheran Church that it bases its doctrine 
not on an interpretation, not even on the 
interpretation of Luther, but on the Seripture 
words themselves; while Papists and Reform- 
ed demonstrably stand. not on the words of 


be 
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Scripture itself, but on an interpretation of 


the Pope, or of Awineli, Calvin, ete.” (Pp. 
390-1; tr. from the German by L.) Thus, 


the reason why Luther so long misunderstood 
the clear words of Rom, 1, 17, was simply 
that his mind had been prejudiced by the in- 
terpretations of the Catholic theologians who 
by their “systems of theology” and: their ra- 
tionalistie speculations had beclouded and per- 
verted the plain statements of Scripture, To 
argue that the Spirit had not led “the Church” 
into a full understanding of such passages as 
Rom, 1, 17, until “God Himself opened his 
(Luther's) eves,” is to disregard the historical 
fact that the carly Church and unnumbered 
individual Christians down through the cen- 
turies understood them correctly and had a 
full knowledge of saving truth, It is, further- 
more, “svaermeri,’ a false “enthusiasm,” to 
assume that “the Spirit leads men into all 
truth” in any other way than by means of 
the written Word itself, — as if it took some 
special revelation from on high, or some 
Quakerish “illumination” of the Spirit to en- 
able a man to understand the Seriptures! The 
Modernist professors at the University of Chi- 
cago, under whom we studied some New Tes- 
tament exegesis and History of Intrepretation, 
insisted that no man could understand the 
Bible aright until he had gained a full know]- 
edge of the historical eirehmbanecs under 
which it was written as well as of the gram- 
mar, lexicography, ete., of the Bible, besides 
mibibing the “scientific” (i. e. evolutionary) 
spirit, Thus they sought to undermine all 
faith in the Bible as God’s saving Word, Dr. 
Pieper says in answer to So claims: “We 
must hold fast to this that a definite under- 
standing of Seripture in no manner depends 
on an acquaintance with its secular-historical 
hackground, since the whole historical back- 
ground which is necessary for a sure under- 
standing of the meaning of Scripture is given 
in Scripture itself.” (p. 442.) But Dr. Reu 
follows the Modernist principles, instead of 
refuting them, and at the same time states 
the orthodox principles, with the result that 
he also undermines faith in the Bible as the 
clear word of God, the only light on our way. 


In this connection, Dr. Reu argues that “the 
understanding of Seripture by the Chureh, 
and here again especially by those who have 
been called upon to interpret Scripture, pre- 
cedes the understanding by the individual 
members.” (p. 75.) Tf this is not “Romanism,” 


then the Roman Catholic Chureh does not 
teach “Romanism” cither. Dr. Renu says, in- 
deed, that it “is not Romanism; it is only a 


a fact, and long experience of 
But we deny that it is a fact, 


statement of 
the Chureh,’ 


and assert on the contrary that “the under- 
standing of Scripture by the individual mem- 
’ has as a matter of historical record pre- 


bers’ 
ceded “the understanding of Scripture by the 
Chureh.” Individuals like Athanasius had to 


wage bitter controversies in order to get “the 
Chureh” to accept the doctrine of the Trinity 
which the Bible teaches from Genesis 1 on 
to the end. Individuals Jike Luther had to 
live a life of unceasing warfare to get even 
a part of “the Church” to accept the central 
doctrine of justification by faith alone ,whieh 
the Bible so clearly teaches throughout. 
Furthermore, if “the Church’ has to make 
clear the meaning of Scripture before an in- 
dividual ean be sure of what it means, and if 
“the Chureh” in turn can become elear only 
by a gradual historical development of Bible 
then it is the Church which is 
the real authority for faith and life, not the 
Bible at all. Therefore Dr, Pieper calls it “a 
departure from the Scripture principle” when 
men in any manner refer to “the Church, 
the doctrinal decisions of the Chureh (Coun- 
cils, Synods), the Pope, ete.” Cp. 244), as 
authorities for what we shall believe. 


interpretation, 


That Dr. Reu really means to east doubt 
on the clearness of Seripture is indicated also 
by his statement: “Although we do not deny 
that now and then a hes ave soul ean find 
the way of life by mere Bible reading with- 
out the help of any spoken word of the 
preacher or missionary or Christian layman, 
this is certainly not the rule but an exception. 
Therefore we Lutherans do not believe that 
distribution of the Bible among non-Christians 
is the better part of missionary work.” We 
do not know what authority Dr. Reu has for 
speaking for Lutherans in general here. We 
for our part have had some edaatialey in the 
forcign fields and are certain that by far the 
best part of the mission work done in heathen 
lands is that of Bible distribution. Most mis- 
sionarics have ‘darkened counsel” by their 
stuttering efforts at “explaining” the Bible to 
the heathen, But if they have put the Bible 
into their hands in an adequate translation 
they have done much good. Difficulties with 
understanding the Bible arise for the heathen 
only when the Bible has not been accurately 
translated or when keywords of the Bible, 
like, God, are misrepresented by the 
substitution of an idol-name for the literal 
translation, as has been done in some editions 
of the Bible in China. Then, indeed, the Bible 
will need to be “interpreted” and “properly 
safeguarded by the preaching of the mission- 
ary, if it is not to be misunderstood. Other- 
wise it is the Bible itself which also in heathen 
lands is God’s means of grace for the con- 
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version of the heathen. As Luther says: “The 
Scripture without any interpretation is the 
sun and all light.” Referring to the words of 
institution of the Lord’s Supper as an ex- 
ample, Luther says: “Even if I were a ‘Turk, 
a Jew or heathen, who accepted nothing of 
the Christian faith, but heard or read these 
words about the Sacrament, I would have to 
say: I do not indeed helieve the Christian 
doctrine; but this I must say: If you wish 
to be Christians and hold to your doctrine 
(on the basis of the words of Seripture), then 
you must believe that Christ’s body and blood 
are eaten and drunk in the bread and wine 
bodily.” (Quoted in Pieper, p. 392-3.) ‘Thus 
we know of Reformed missionaries in China 
who complain that their converts understand 
the Sacrament in what is essentially the Luth- 
eran (the Scriptural) way! In short, the mis- 
sionary’s real task, as well as the faithful 
pastor’s, is to persuade the people to study 
God’s own Word,—study it so thoroughly that 
they can correct their teachers if they in 
any way depart from the simple teachings of 
that Word,—not to “explain” or “interpret” 
the Bible to them as if they could not under- 
stand if without such explanations. That is 
something that should be left to Romanists, 
Christian Scientists with their blasphemous 
“Key to Holy Scriptures,” and other heretics. 


It does not help matters that Dr. Reu also 
admits that the written Word of God, in and 
by itself, is a means of grace. For he adds: 
‘Tn conceding this we do not take back what 
about the circulation of 


we formerly said 
Bibles as a sufficient means of missionary ac- 
tivity.’ (p. 77.) It is characteristic of his essay 
throughout that truth and error are set side 
by side in it; where they obviously contradict 
each other, it is merely asserted that they do 
not contradict cach other, and with that as- 
sertion we are to be satisfied. he tragedy is 
that such muddled, contradictory teachings 
should now be broadcast in our own circles 
also, the doors having been opened wide for 
them by the Missouri Synod’s insistence on 
continuing to hold conferences with those who 
do not agree with the clear, definite teaching's 
of Walther, Pieper and “old Missouri.” We 
have met with only too many evidences ac- 
cordingly that brethren in the faith who 
should have known better have been infected 
by this uncertain, “yes and no,” Modernistic- 
orthodox attitude to Seripture and Scripture 
doctrine. We say, therefore, with St. Paul: 
“This persuasion cometh not of him that 
salleth you. <A little Jeaven leaveneth the 
whole Jump. [ have confidence in you through 
the Lord that ve will be none otherwise mind- 
ed; but he that troubleth you shall bear his 


judgment, whosoever he be.” (Gal, 5, 8-1¢ 
——_Lutheran Sentinel (Norwegian Synod), A}? 
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12, 1941, 
(To be Continued) 


The Question Of The Conversion 
Of The Jews 


By A Converted Jew 


An Interview with Mr. H. D. Rosenberg B 
The Editor of the “Confessional Lutheran’ 


“You are a converted Jew?” 


“Yes. According to the flesh, I am ‘a: 


Hebrew of the Hebrrews. I was born 0! 
Jewish parentage in Ngypt. But, thank God 
Tam a Christian now. My uncle, Danie: 
Landsmann, by the way, was the Missour! 
Synod’s first missionary to the Jews.” 

“May To ask why it is that you say, with 
some emphasis, that you were born a Jew 
according to the flesh?” 

“Beeause to be born a Jew constitutes an 
As things are now, 


inescapable distinction. 
racial more than 


however, this distinetion is 
anything else. For present-day Jews, for the 
most part, do not believe even in their own 
perverted religion anymore. Much less do 
they believe.in the true, Messianic religion of 
their forefathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 
and of all true Israelites. (Cp. John 1, 47.)” 


“Why, in the last analysis, do you think 

you became converted to Christ?” 
“For the same reason that some Gentiles 
come to be converted—because I am one of 
God’s elect, elected unto eternal life in Christ 
by the grace of God before the foundation of 
the world.” 

“How many Jews do you believe will be 
converted to Christian faith?” 

“Tt is just as with the Gentiles—as many 
as are of the number of God’s elect. Broadly 
speaking, however, the Jews had their day. 
in Old Testament times. These New ‘Testa- 
ment days gencrally speaking, constitute the 
time of the Gentiles of whom a comparatively 
few came to faith in Old ‘Testament days. 
Only a comparative remnant of Jews can still 
be expected to come to faith, (Cp. Rom. 11; 
1-7; Acts 18, 48. Lk. 21, 24.)” 

“How long do you think the process of 


the conversion of an elect remnant of Jews 


to Christian faith will go on?” 
“Until the fulness of the Gentiles—the 
whole number of cleet: Gentiles——will have 
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come into the fold of the Chureh; that is, 
until the end of time, when the kingdom of 
grace will become the kingdom of glory. The 
fulness of the elect Jews according to the 
flesh (Rom. 11, 12), that is, the multitude 
of those who came to faith in Israel’s day, 
as well as the remnant according to the elec- 
tion of grace which is still coming to faith 
in these present New Testament times of the 
Gentiles (Rom. 11, 5), will then have come 


into the kingdom of God and His Christ. 
(Rom. 11, 25; Lk. 21, 24.9” 
“Ts there then no reason to hope that 


there will ever be a universal conversion of 


all Jews?” 


“Most emphatically not! On the contrary, 
it will always be just as with the Gentiles. 
Only the elect, the fulness of elect Jews will 
prove to be among the number of those who 
we eternally saved. (Cp. Rom. 2, 28f; 9, 
Sh-8ff.) These, together with the fulness of 
the elect Gentiles, constitute the true Israel 
of God, That is why the Bible, the inspired 
and infallible Scriptures of God, say. Romans 
11, 25: ‘So shall all) Isracl be saved. (Cp. 
Rom, 9, 28f; 10, 12.)” 


“There is then no basis for a hope for any 
universal conversion of the Jews in the Holy 
Scriptures?” 


“Quite the contrary, ‘The Seriptures ex- 
pressly teach that until the end of time the 
greater portion of present-day Jews will be 
blinded or hardened in unbelief by the just 
judgment of a just God. Romans 11, 7-25. 
The assumption that Israel according to the 
flesh, that is, the Jewish people as such, will 
still live to see.a time before the end of the 
world when God’s hardening judgment. will 
be removed from it, flatly contradicts all that 
the inspired Apostle Paul has said concerning 
the hardening of Isracl in the letter to the 
tomans and what the Seriptures say concern- 
ing hardening in general,’’* 


“The question of the conversion of 
Jews is not an open question then?” 

“Decidedly not. Only such questions as 
Seripture has left open are open questions for 
a believing child of God. Whoever holds or 
teaches anything to the contrary must be 
made to understand that he is in confliet with 
the Word of God,” 

“Ts this whole question of the conversion 
of the Jews as simple as all of that?” 

“Yes, the Bible is simple and clear. Vhe 
only mystery about this question, just as in 
the case of the Gentiles, is this, that some 


the 


52g 


* Cp. Stoeckhardt, Roemerbrief, p. 589. 


should be hardened in unbelief, while others, 
as guilty as they, should nonetheless eventual- 
ly be saved. (Cp. Rom. 9, 18; 11, 88-86.) 
This is simply part and parcel of the mystery 
of God’s great Gospel in general, [f you will 
but stop to think a bit about this matter, or 
look up a good Bible concordance under the 
word “mystery”, you will soon realize that 
all of the great facts of the Gospel are in 
the last analysis mysteries to us and must 
remain such in this life. The facts concerning 
these mysteries have been made sufficiently 
known unto us to ereate faith, saving faith, 
in our hearts. Tt is not for us to question how 
these things can be. Such questioning leads 
to rationalism and unbelief, — Tf anyone is 
confused abort the question of the conversion 
of the Jews it is simply because he has not 
let the blessed light of Gods Holy Word 
shine inty bis heart and dispel the darkness 
and gloom that reign there by nature. The 
Bible wi") vid us of all ignorance and doubt 
if we wll but aceept its clear statements.—— 
Inci@s tally, the Bible expressly warns us 
again.t anv and all such Jewish fables as that 
of a general reinstatement of Jews in a glori- 
ous earthly kingdom, which is really at the 
hottom, the origin of all present-day mil- 
lenialistie dreams and similar perversions of 
God’s true promises,” 


“Can true Bible Christians establish and 
practice church fellowship—for instance, pul- 
pit fellowship—-with such as hold to and teach 
such perverted dreams as that of a hoped for 
general conversion of the Jews?” 


“Certainly not. For this would) mean to 
make oneself partaker of their sin of spread- 
ing false doctrine and corrupting the founda- 
tion of our faith. To permit such perversion 
a place alongside of truth would mean know- 
ingly and wilfully to permit the unity of the 
Church to be destroyed through schismatic 
error. Tt would be wanton disregard of the 
sole authority of the clear Scripture, and the 
establishment of the authority of perverse 
men within God’s Christendom, It would be 
disloyalty to Christ, who has charged us to 
make disciples of men by teaching them to 
observe all that He has commanded us. The 
Isis of true Christian fellowship is unity of 
faith. Whoever is guilty of a departure from 
the faith onee delivered to the saints must be 
won for the truth. That way, and that way 
only, lies true Christian fellowship. In any 
other case we must say with the Psalmist: 
‘T hate every false way.’ (Ps. 119, 104; 128.)” 

“Thank you ever so much, Mr. Rosenberg. 
I trust and pray with all confidence that God 
may keep vou and all of us in the faith, and 
that He may. through the unswerving testi- 
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of His truth by those who are His 
graciously bring many others into His 
His glorious eternal] 
of every true 


mony 
own, 
true Chureh and_ into 
kingdom,—the eventual goal 
Israelite, every true soldier of God.” 


Union With Missouri 


(The following editorial appeared in Folke- 
bladet, July 30, 1941, Folkebladet is the of- 
ficial organ of the Litheran Free Church, one 
of the churches affiliated with the American 
Lutheran Conference. The article is here 
reproduced without alteration or comment, 
in a translation supplied by Rev. Norman M. 
Madson.—We would like to remind our read- 
ers that the American Lutheran Church at its 
Sandusky convention in 1988 voiced the solemn 
assurance that its Declaration is of such a 
nature that acceptance of it would mean that 
the Missouri Synod woud have to fellowship 
the various churches of the heterogeneous 
American Lutheran Conference. We quote: 
‘We believe that the Brief Statement viewed 
in the light of our Declaration is not in con- 
tradiction to the Minneapolis Theses which 
are the basis of our membership in the Ameri- 


ean Lutheran Conference.”—P. H. B.) 


The Missouri Synod and The American 
Imtheran Chureh have for some time past 
held colloquies concerning union. These are 
now concluded, and the results are made 
known in a bulletin from The National Luth- 
eran Couneil’s Publicity Bureau. 

Since the matter is of great import to 
Lutheran Free Chureh we are herewith givy- 
ing our readers in translation a summary of 
the negotiations, or perhaps more correctly, 
The Missouri Synod’s answer to The Ameri- 
can Lutheran Church and the appeal of the 
latter to Missouri. 

“The Missouri Synod has recently held its 
triénnial convention and has adopted a reply 
(skrivelsc) to The American Lutheran Church. 
It contains the following: 

1, Joy is expressed over the fact that it 
has been possible to negotiate concerning this 
question with the ALC. They (Missouri) are 
aware of the fact that there are groups within 
this body (ALC) which are wholly with Mis- 
souri; but at the same time it is to be regret- 
ted that the ALC as a whole was not ready 
to come to a complete agreement with Mis- 


The 


souri. 

2, It is: recommended that negotiations 
concerning unity be continued. This is in 
accordance with the express will of Jesus and 


‘had previously been sent 


in harmony with such Scripture passages 
J ae 

I Pet. 8, 15 and I Cor, 1, 10. The atten 4” 
os 


which have been made have not been vol 
of fruit, and there 


are the promises of G., 
that the testimony of His truth shall not 7 
without fruit. Cp. Isa. 55, 10,11. ds 

3. It is requested that the ALC work o 
2 document which will cover all the poin? : 
aes! 


in controversy. And they beg the ALC ‘ear: 
estly to consider the advisability of bringir? 
- 


fn 
ice 


about the framing of one document of agre 


“ 


ment,” 

4, When the ALC has worked out ay 
presented to the Mo. Syn. such a simp, 
(enkelt) document covering the controverte ‘ 
points, then Missouri will phlee it under ac 
visement and will send it to the other synocq{7™ 
in the Synodical Conference, such as the Ohii7 
Synod (The Free Chureh ought to kno’ 
that Ohio is no longer a member of the Sxry 
odical Conference—N. A. M.) and the Wi.~ 
consin Synod, ete. The same document sha V 
also by the ALC be presented to the othe: | 
church bodies constituting The Americay 
Lutheran Conference. When the answers ¢) { 
the synods of the Synodical Conference have: 
come back to Missouri, and likewise when the: 
answers from the church bodies constitutin a 
the ALC also are sent to Missouri, then the 
Missouri Synod will be in a position to de~ 
termine in how far it can enter upon a unioyy 


with the ALC. 
raph the ALC is reminded 


5. In this parag 
of the fact that it is not only doctrinal unity- 


which is in question; practical questions are 
according o the Missouri rule, 


that church prac- 


also involved, 
laid down by the fathers, 
tice must be in harmony with church doctrine, 


and where this is not found, they must then 
seck to have it reetified. As a more definite 
explanation of what is referred to in_ this, 
the reply says: “We refer particularly to the 
attitude towards the anti-Christian lodge, anti- 
Seriptural pulpit — and altar —- fellowship. 
prayer-fellowship and all other forms of 
unionism,” 

6. In this paragraph it is definitely assert- 
ed that no exchange of pulpits, altar-fellow- 
ship or prayer-fellowship are, on the basis of 
the negotiations which have been held, as vet 
permitted between the two church bodies. No 
pastor in the Missouri Synod has permission 


to act as though such fellowship existed be- 


tween the ALC and the Missouri Synod. 


To this a few words shall be added. 


So far as we can understand, a document 
by the Missouri 
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Synod to the ALC for consideration. It is 
the reply to this which shall be dealt with 
as referred to above, 


That will also mean that if the reply from 
the ALC is satisfactory to the Missouri Synod 
the way is cleared for a union of the two 
hodies. 


If then that should happen (which of course 
will not happen) that the other four ehurch 
hodies in the ALCf£ express themselves as be- 
ing in agreement with the reply, which the 
ALC sends to the Missouri Synod, then the 
way wil] be cleared for Missouri membership 


in the ALCE. 


If the opposite should happen (which is 
the most likely), that not all of the other 
four bodies in the ALCf would subscrihe to 
the document, the ALC will then be faced 
with these alternatives: [ither to leave Mis- 
sonri alone and to remain as a member of the 
ALCE£, or toa let go of the ALCF and to join 
with Missouri. No one can tell what the ALC 
will do; perhaps it does not itself as vet 
know what it will do. 


If the ALC should be declared agreed with 
Missouri but the other bodies in the ALC, 
would not subseribe, and the ALC never- 
theless remain as a member of the ALCE, 
then the ALC will oceupy this position, that 
itis agreed with Missouri, but not recognized 
(fraternally) by it. Tt wonld still not bring 
about pulpit-, altar-, and praver-fellowship 
between them, because Missouri would still 
look upon the ALC as heretical so long as 
it would not part company with hereties. 


You can see, therefore, that so honest a 
thing as negotiations concerning church union 
may lead to worse complications than those 
which obtained before. 


There is no one who will or can forbid the 
ALC to carry on negotiations of peace or 
union with Missouri, neither is there anyone 
who can hinder it from parting company with 
the ALC£ if it prefers. union with Missouri. 


50 much concerning that. 


It is a very likely possibility (en noksaa nar 
mulighte) that The Lutheran Free Church will 
be offered for acceptance a document pertain- 
ing to union with the Missouri Synod since 
our body is one of he other four in the ALC. 


The result of this would be, that the ALCf 
would be split. For it does not lie within 
the realm of possibility that The Lutheran 
Pree Church would subscribe to such a docu- 
ment. And should a bare majority (which is 


not very likely) want it, then it would mean 
the splitting of The Lutheran Free Church, 


So far as the Norwegian Lutheran Church 
in America is eoncerned, it will have to be 
said that even if that body has a strong and 
influential faction which Jooks with longing 
eves toward St. Louis, because they are de- 
cendants of fathers who were born there, and 
there is not an inconsiderable degree of 
friendly relationship between leaders in the 
N.L. G. A. and “The Little Synod” which is 
entirely with Missouri, yet we have reason 
to believe that the N. I. C. A. would think 
twice and three times, yea, perhaps even 
more times, before it parted company with 
the ALC£ and the other Norwegian, Swedish, 
and Danish brethren, 


he United Danish Lutheran Chureh stands 
about as dees the Lutheran Free Church in 
this, that in it there may perhaps be those 
who care not whither it tends, but the leader- 
ship and the vast majority of congregations 
would refuse to subseribe, 


Concerning the Augustana Synod it’ will 
also have to be said that it would be split if 
a majority in it would want to go with Mis- 
souri; something which would also happen in 
the Norwegian Lutheran Church. 


It is therefore a sad picture which these 
negotiations concerning union paint fdr all 
of us, 


The Lutheran Free Church will never go to 
Missouri on these stipulated conditions, That 
we believe to be a sure premise, We believe 
it ought to he made known. 


What clse could we do? To subseribe would 
be to deny our entire past, to declare that 
what we have struggled for through 45 years, 
and what Augsburg Seminary has worked for 
through 72 years, has had no worth. We 
would then say that George Sverdrap and 
Sven Oftedal were all wrong in their battle 
on behalf of the congregation, and Jay ac- 
tivity and the edueation of our pastors, and 
the instruction of the young. (This assertion 
we shall return to in a Jater issue.) ‘ 

Or has Missouri perhaps changed? Tt 
doesn’t seem so. 


Kveryvthing which comes from that quarter 
in the interest of union bears in its bosom 
the same old slavishness to the oldness of the 
letter Chogstavtraldom). Missouri is not able 
to understand that the solution of our present- 
day problems lies not in a much-ado about 
theses (satsevasenet), but on the contrary, in 
a working together—co-operation. Missouri 
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will never go along without doctrinal unity. 
And the doctrines must always conform to 
the Missourian pattern. This is a naivete 
which both surprises and offends. But it is 
German. The Germans don’t seem to under- 
stand us inhabitants of the north. The Ger- 
mans are the bearers of a slave-mentality 
which can never control the Nordic spirit. 
Thus it is in Germany in political affairs; and 
thus it is over here in church affairs. 


Just consider this matter of unionism! Such 
rules and regulations we should go along on! 
Bible passages are cited as points of support. 
We on our part look upon such proof passages 
as a sinful misuse of God’s word, because 
there isn’t a single one of all the proof pas- 
sages they present which, so far as the Church 
is concerned, has the least what so ever to do 
with the case in point. It is “irrelevant” proof 
material, Not a single one of all the Seripture 
passages which the Missouri Synod and those 
sailing in its wake have dished up against 
“unionism” has the least whatsoever to do 
with the matter; on the contrary, they con- 
demn those who use Seripture passages to 
build up a wall between those whom Christ 
has acknowledged as His own. What right 
has Missouri or anyone else. to make de- 
mands which Scripture does not make, in 
order to be recognized as a Christian? Well, 
Missouri will perhaps say, we recognize them, 
as Christians after a fashion, to be sure, but 
not as such Christians with whom we can 
have fellowship. The great light which is 
risen over Missouri, and which no one else 
sees, had better remain with Missouri. Do 
you suppose it mieht be a spiritual counter- 
part of the German super-race theory? 


We admit that we rather hesitate to write 
thus. But nevertheless we believe these to be 
sound and well-weighed words. We are so 
sick and tired of this Missourian self-exalta- 
tion which makes slaves of everybody else, 
that we could wish the ALCf would bolt the 
door—-to make use of a Lutheran expression 


—when representations about our subscribing 
to Missouri’s theses rap at the door, 


There is not an altar, we don’t suppose 
the pulpit, there is not a prayer- 
mecting in all of the Lutheran Vree Church 
where a pastor from the Missouri Synod. or 
a lay Christian from the same body would 
“not be given the liberty to express himself, 
and where he would not be heartily weleome 
to take part without any further ado, We 
don’t believe that anything or anybody would 
be harnied thereby. But if a Missouri pastor 


there is 


should enter one of our pulpits now, or a lay 
Christian, man or woman, from that body 
should partake of the Lord’s Supper at our 
altars or pray together with our people, they 
(the Missourians) would soon be the objects 
of the sharpest rebuke, with excommunication 
in prospeet. 


It is much to be deplored that such a con- 
dition should be found at this time o’ day 
amongst us. It must be a yoke under which 
many Christians, pastors as well as Jaiety in 
the Missouri Synod must be sighing, but which 
they themselves can not throw off. Perhaps 
it might help if we all told them what we 
really think about it (sa dem vor hjertens 
mening. ) 


Here stands the Church to-day in a world 
whose foundations are crumbling. Concerning 
these things great church bodies have little 
or nothing to say, while time, and money, and 
learning, and talent, of its kind, is spent in 
the formulating of hair-splitting definitions 
which only the learned can grasp, and which 
at best is but of academic interest, without 
a particle of practica] value. 


Let the Germans, amongst themselves, con- 
tinue on with this, if they believe that these, 
for other people unessential, niceties are 
worth the bother. But Iet the rest of us be 
preserved from this Missouri leaven. 

As a conelusion to this article it might be 
proper to cite Professor George Sverdrup’s 
classic remark concerning this matter, as he 
writes in Vol, 2 of his collected works, p. 181. 
What a justified irony and sareasm and wis- 
dom is not packed into this unique paragraph. 
written in Folkebladet 59 years ago, but 
just as valid today: 


“On the sharp points of theses the doctrine 
ought to rest; atop of this the congregation 
must be built; and wherever the congregation 
wants to move the least little bit in individual 
thought, speech or action, then must be sound- 
ed the warning cry: Be quiet! Don’t move. 
or you will tumble into false doctrine and be- 
come a& partaker with the heretics in their 
grucsome errors. And so the congregation 
sits there, unable to move hand or foot, be- 
cause the least movement would capsize the 
structure which stood teeter-tottering 
atop the ‘purity of doctrine’ theses.” 

They (Missouri) have kept on whetting the 
sharp points of theses all the while these 60 


high 


years. 


And they are still at it! 
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Dr. Reu’s Complaint 


In his article, “Must Negotiations with Mis- 
souri Now Cease?’ which is discussed else- 
where in this issue of our journal, Dr. Reu 
complains of bitterness which he finds in the 
Confessional Lutheran. The bitterest thing to 
him is this that his theology is in one instance 
referred to as largely and notoriously un- 
Biblieal, which, of course, means also un- 
Lutheran, and that he is referred to as one 
whom we regard as the outstanding unionist 
among Lutherans in America today, (Kirch- 
liche Zeitschrift, Oct., p. 587.) 


We assure Dr. Reu that we find no 
pleasure in saying things which seem bitter 
to him, and which may, in fact, seem so even 
to some of our own brethern. If it were pos- 
sible to tell the truth in discussing the ques- 
tion of union without hurting the feelings of 
anyone, friend or opponent, we would be only 
too elad to do so, But unfortunately this 
cannot be done.* 


can 


However, was our criticism perhaps un- 
deserved in this particular case? Is Dr. Reu’s 
theology soundly Biblical? In his lecture on 
“Unionism” (In the Interest of Lutheran 
Unity, L.B.C.) Dr. Reu again and again re- 
stricts the clearness of Scripture to the great 
central truths, the fundamental doctrines of 
Christian faith. But as for non-fundamentals, 
he holds that Seripture is “more or less ob- 


secure’ in speaking. of them. (“Unionism,” 
p. 87.) This denial of the perspicuity of 


Seripture in all points of doctrine, by a re- 
striction of it to central truths, is a funda- 
mental error, subversive of the foundation of 
all theology. This we call un-Biblical. 


As regards unionism, Dr. Reu is not only 
ready to unite with such as still differ with 
him, in’ certain non-fundamental doctrines 
(this already would be unionism), but he is 
even willing to wink at differences in funda- 
mental doctrines, In proof of this statement 
we submit the following: 


1) With regard to the fundamental doc- 
trine of the Church Dr. Reu is willing to 
fellowship those who differ with him as 
regards the question of “a visible side of 
the Chureh” if only they will not reject 
his opinion as false doctrine, 


2) The Synodieal Conference holds that 
those who assume errors, or the possibility 


of errors, in the Seviptures in- so-called 


*Cp. Dr. ry Pieper on ‘this subject, as cited in “The 
Ouestion of Personalities in Religious Controversy,” C. L. 
May, -p. 5%, 


minor matters are heretics who subvert the 
foundation of Christian faith. Dr. Reu, on 
the one hand, is in chureh fellowship with 
such heretics, and, on the other hand, is 
willing to fellowship those who condemn 
them, : 


3) Dr. Reu knows better than some of 
the leaders in the Missouri Synod that there 
is still left between the Synodical Con- 
ference and the American Lutheran Church 
a difference in the fundamental doctrine of 
conversion which has never been settled. 
The Svynodical Conference teaches the 
equally evil conduet of such as are con- 
verted and such as, through their own fault, 
are ‘lost. ‘The American Lutheran Church 
teaches and. stresses a dissimilar conduct 
of these. Anyone can see that two entirely 
different doctrines of conversion must re- 
sult from these two contradictory premises. 
Yet Dr. Reu is willing to brush this dif- 
ference aside by calling it a matter of 
terminology. ‘This is unionism even accord- 
ine to Dr, Reus own definition, , 


Let us not be concerned so much about our 
own honor in these union discussions, Let us 
rather be concerned about the honor and truth 
of God whieh are at stake among us. 

—J. B. 


Criticism Of The “Cresset” 


The Confessional Lutheran has 
necessary to criticize the Cresset. Criticism 
whieh we have voiced will be found under 
the title “Radicalism and the Cresset’’ in the 
July issue of our journal, and in a letter of 
Mrs. Goddard, lav-member of our Church, to 
President Behnken, published in its last issue. . 
Although not mentioned by name, the Cresset 
has also been severely and justly flayed in a 
fine article on “The Filth of the Modern Re- 
alistic Novel” by Dr, P. E. Kretzmann in the 
August, 1941 issue of the Concordia Theo- 
logical Monthly. (P. 614, Cp. Cresset, July, 
1989, p. 51f.) Dr. Th. Graebner has similarly 
and rightly condemned views espoused and 
championed by the Cresset, in an excellent 
and timely article on “Politics, Radicalism, 
and the Child,” in a recent issue of the Luth- 
eran Witness, (Sept. 30, 1941, p. 333. Cp. 
Cresset, July, 1941, pp. 32-42.) So far as 
we know, however, it has remained for a 
publication outside of our Chureh to be the 
first to eriticize the dangerous liberal ten- 
dencies of the Cresset. We refer to the week- 
Iv publication, “America in Danger: Weekly 
Expose of un-Americanism in Kduention, Fin- 


found it 
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ance, Labor, Polities, and Religion,’ edited 
by Chas. B. Hadson, issue of Jan, 27, 1941. 
(Published at Omaha, Neb.) 


We do not by any weans agree with all 
of the views of the publication which we have 
named, We cannot help, however, being in- 
terested in what it has to say regarding the 
Cresset; and, what is more, we must say that 
the criticism which it levels at the Cresset 
has for the most part been well deserved, 


Deploring what he regards as “smear” at- 
tacks on Uenry Ford and other prominent 
American citizens by the “subsidized sensa- 
tional weekly, Friday, Editor Hudson goes 
on to say: “Tt ts sickening to find the press 
of the ultra-conservative Intemational Wal- 
ther Learne. the Cresset, Jan. 1941 ,almost 
as guilty.” As instances of the guilt which 
he charges against the Cresset, Hudson cites 
this journal’s commendatory reviews of such 
books as M, W. Todor’s The Revolution Is On 
(Introduction by Dorothy Thompson), and 
others, The last portion of Hudson's eriticism 
is perhaps particularly noteworthy. He cen- 
sures the Cresset because “it praiscs Living 
Biographies cf Famous Rulers” by Henry 
Thomas, “saying that another of his books 
‘has received high praise from George Bern- 
ard Shaw and Sinclair Lewis—whieh ought 
to mean something. PI say it should,” Hud- 
son comments, “but the Cresset fails to tell 
its readers that both of those favorable critics 
are atheists and worse!” 


All good Walther Leaguers, and indeed 
every loyal member of the Synodieal Con- 
ference, will no doubt join us in deeply de- 
ploring the fact that a pertodical which is 
published in their midst and which many of 
them have helped to sponsor beeanse it pur- 
ports to speak “from the Christian point of 
view” should enll forth such eviticism within 
and without our Churel as that which 
here heen noted. 


has 


—P. HB, 


ae tenaenpn meaty 


@ For The Record 


During the month of October the American 
Lutheran Conference pronioted a series of 
unionistie “‘Intersynodical Missionary Con- 
ferences” in Minneapolis, Rockford, T., and 
elsewhere. Members of the various churches 
of the American Latheran Conference as well 
as of the United Lutheran Chureh participat- 
ed in the program of these conferences, ‘Uhe 
program of the Minneapolis conference, au 
invitation to which was sent to every Luth- 


eran pastor in the State of Minnesota, inelud- 
ed the announcement of a common commu 
ion serviec, sponsored by the American Luth 


eran Church, Jt was announced, in variou 
American Latheran Church publications as 
well as on the program sent ont with the i 
vitations. to which we have referred, that Dr. 
QO. Geisemann and Dr. O. P. Kretzmann would 
have a part in the program of these com 
ferences. This naturally gave occasion for 
much offense. Protests were voiced from many 
quarters within the Missouri Synod. President 
Belnken has vouched for the fact that the 
two brethren’s not appearing on the program 
of these unionistic conferences as announced, 
after all, is to be constrned as a realization 
on their part of the real nature of these meet 
ings —~ something for which all should be 
thankful. [It strikes us that the program 0 
the Minnesota group of American Lutheran 
churches was particularly offensive according 
to the testimony of men like the byethren 
whow we have named and others, This seeuts 
hard to understand in view of the fact that 
we have been assured time and again that 
the Minnesota District of the American Luth- 
eran Church represents a particularly com 
servative leaven within its own church. Ina 
report on the Minneapolis conference in the 
Lutheran Sentinel of Nov. 12 (Norwegia® 


‘Lutheran Church) Rev. N. A. Madson reports 


by the way, that while the T'win City paper 
informed their readers that there were some 
five hundred in attendance at the Minneapolis 
conference, he did not by actual count find 
one hundred’ there. The Lutheran Sentinel 
article is worth reading in full... . Luther 
aneren, official organ of the Norwegian Luth- 
evan Chureh in America (American Lutheran 
Conference) reported in its issue of Oct. 2% 
in its cohnmn “From the Sehools,” that Br 
O. PL Kretzmann and Dr, Ralph Long, the 
Jatter a member of the American Luthera" 
Charch, were speakers at the devotional hou 
on October 21 and 22 respectively, and that 
Pastor V, K. Johnson (Augustana Synod) ha 
also spoken at one of these services—whit® 
reminds us that doctrinal indifference and if 
accompanying deeay usually has begun in the 
Chareh’s schools. . A Jay member of ont 
church—-a woman, in fact—informs us that? 
benefit dinner for Valparaiso University “4% 
held at Zion Charch in Columbus, Ohio (Mis 
sours Synod) on Nov. V4 at which Profess?! 
Cotterman of the Capital University (ALC) 
was the speaker. . Among an increasiPs 
number of doctors of divinity there seems hg 
be an increasing number of those whose divi” 
ity needs doctoring. 
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Unionism and 
Fundamental Unity 


(Note: One of the two lectures of Dr. 

4 contained in the pamphlet In the In- 
len.st oi Lutheran Unity, nimezy, ine fec- 
Hire on the question “What ig Scripture?” 
is being discussed in the series of articles 
by Rev. Geo. O. Lillegard found in current 
sues of the Confezsional Lutheran. The 
present article treats the first lecture con- 
tained in the pamphlet we haye named, It 
ls dezerving of the most ca eful study.) 


Reading carefully the first of Dr. Reu's 
it 0 lecturss “In the Interest of Lutzeran Un- 
¥, which dea’s with Unionism, one can not 
fail to berceive that here an entirely differ.nt 
“oneeption of unioni"m is present:d from that 
eld within the Synodical Conference. This 
*eture furnishes new evidence that, in spite of 
ul assertions to te contrary, the old contrast 
*f Iowa versu~ Missouri is still alive. 
At the beginning of Dr. Reu’s lecture four 


marks of Melanchthonian unionism are given, 
Dp. 19, 20; 


1. “A difference in doctrine which hith- 
erto has bren regarded as divisive is sudden- 
ly made to lose its divisive significance.” 

2, “Differerces in doctrine are mad to 
Ose t*tir divisive significance with a- view 
to uniting hitherto sepazated churches.” 


8. “A formula of unification is found 
which each of the two hitherto separated 
churches may accept but which each of them 
interprets differently. An externa] bond is 
found for internally divided groups.” 

4. “An attitude of tolerance” is assumed 
which “declares that every one may continue 
to hold his own private conviction and merely 
needs to respect and tolerate those of a- 
nother.” 

This is all very clear, and every faithful Luta- 
eran wil! readily agree with this characteri- 
zation of unionism. 

Th: two reasons why unionism, specifically 
the Melanchthonian, is all wrong are also 
clearly end forcefully presented, p.20:- — 

“a) In tolerating divergent doctrines one 
either denies the perspicuity and clarity of 
Scriptures, or one grants to error the right 
to exist alongside of truth, or one evidences 
indifferene: over against Biblical truth by 
surrendering its absolute validity. 

“b) In allowing two opposite views con- 
cerning one doctrine to exist “id: by side one 
has entered upon an inclined plane which of 
necessity J:ads ever further into complete 
doctrinal indifference, a: may plainly be 
seen from the most calsmitous case on re- 
cord, viz., the Prussian Union.” 

It is quite a pleasurc to read these paragraphs. 

But immediately our joy is marred by a very 
pernicious restriction: the clearness and un- 


ambiguity of the Scriptures are restricted to 
fundamental doctrines, not being permitted to 
refer to non-fundamentals also! This false 
principle, which is at the basis of the old 
Iowan theory of open questions, is repeated 
over and over again in this keture. Not only 
twice on page 20, but also on pages 21, 31, 
38, 35, 87, 88, ete. an unwarranted distinction 
is made beteewn clearly revealed fundamentals 
or central truths and non-fundameéntals, con- 
cerning which the language of Scripture is 
said to be “more ox legs obscure.” 

Tt does not help matters any that Dr. Reu 
occasionally stresses the fact that theological 
problems and matters of t¢rmino!ogy must not 
be declared to be divisive of church fellowship. 
For, no Lutheran in his rig?t mind would com- 
mit such a folly as to disrupt the unity of a 
church on account of a mere difference in 
terminology or of theological problems, Hence 
it only complicates matters and beclouds the 
issue when the difference between non-funda- - 
menta) doctrines and matter: of terminology 
is obliterated, 

tt always betrays a spirit of unionism when 
the distinction between fundamental and ncn- 
fundamental doctrines is used in order to main- 
tain that certain doctrinal differences are nut 
divisive. For the dogmaticiangs who introduced 
this distinction did not do it in order to weaken 
the binding force of certain doctrine”, but 
simply to distinguish between doctrines a 
knowledge of which is indispensabl: for sal- 
vation and doctrines of wvich this is not nec- 
essarily true. Besides, there is no universally 
accepted dividing line between fundamental 
and non-fundamental doctrines, Even the 
doctrine of the Lord’s Suppe- is not by all 
Lutheran dogmaticiang regarded as funda- 
mental, because a person may he a christian 
and saved without a right knowledge of 


words, while Iowa, and now the American J 

theran Chu.ch, contend that in non-fundamu-U™ 
tals Scripture is not sufficiently clear to jul ae 
fy a division in the Church on account of e1urt* 
doctrinal differences ag arise in non-fundam <¢ ~ 
tal matters. This is no longer the Luther?” 
doctrine of the clarity of Scriptures. For it LP 
not what Scripture: teaches about itself. 702" 
Psalmist does not say: Thy Word is a lamp 12? 
to my feet and a light unto my path in funct*™ 
mentals.” Nor is there in all the numerous tex*7 
which traci the clearness and perspicuity ¢7 
Scriptureg tte slightest hint that thire are dor” 
trines which are to be cxc:pted from tre rult7 
To restrict the c'arity of the Scriptures to fur?’ 
damental doctrines is, ther:fore, tantamount t7 
contradicting tae Word of God. A 

It is self-evident that from this fundamenta 
error, that Scripture is not sufficiently cl ¢ i 
in non-fundamental doctrines, an entirely cic’ 
ferent conception of unionism must result fro’ 
what we regard as unionism. If it were true 
that tre clarity of the Scripture must be re- 
stricted to fundamental doctrines, then insist- 
ence on doctrina} unity in non-fundamentals 
would indeed be sinful separatism. 

In an abortive attempt at defending his 
untenable positicn, the Bible texts whied sro 
often rightly quoted in order to prove that all 
fa’se teachers are to be avoided are d alt wit 
by Dr, Reu in a manner similar to thet of De. 
Brux, Dr. Reu’s main argument amounts to 
this: Th: Synodical Conferences applies Serip- 
tural warnings against folse doctrines to evers 
case where tolerance of false doctrine comes 
into question. But now, tveze texts hav: in view 
very definite errors or errorists, They do not 
Say in so many words that every error is to be 
avoided, Hence they are irrelevant in our case. 
Since no text can be found which says thai 
thos: warnings are to be anviied to all errers, 
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this Sacrament. On page 81 of hiv Isctvre the position of the Synodical Conferense is 
Dr. Reu counts predestination amone the untenable, 


central Christian truths, a position which the 
Synodical Confersnee has always refused to 
take. Since Seripture does not draw a line 
bstween fundamentals and non-fundamentals, 
how then can this distinction be applied in our 
relation to the Reform:d Churches. which do 
rot regard the doctrines of Rantism and of 
the Lord’s Supper as fundamental? 


But there is no text either which says Urat 
those fekse teachers are to be avoidert who trr 
in fundamentals, So Dr. Reu hac no Bible text 
at all fer his vesition that fellowship with 
such errorists § unionism. Mor dees he seem 
to need any from bis subiective noint of view. 
He says. nr. 21: “No spec‘fie Seripture stat’- 
ments need be adducet in ardey to prove this 

The main question h:tween us and the Amer- paint. Thet we must condemn thie form of 
jean Lutheran Church at this point. therefore, unienism follows with inver necessity fram our 
is whether the clearness of the Sriptures ex- ‘eomviction thot the Seripture Tossess absolut’ 


tends over the whole rfalm of doctrine fiunda- 
mintal and non-fundmental. or whet*er it ex- 
tends merely ever fundamental doctrines, and 
not over non-fundamental doctrines a'so, The 
position of the Synodical Cenfsrence hag al- 
wavs been that all docfrine: are revenled in tre 
Holy Scriptures in clear and unambiguous 


authority and unawbicuonsness with reference 
te all eardinal doctrines.” Brut where do we 
vet this convict'on? As said before, Scripture 
nowhere cays that it possesses absolute autho’- 
itv and unambicuousness “with reference to 
“ll cartinal doctrives.” Thus Dr. Revs distine- 
tion leaves us entirely without any Scriptural 
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foundation whatever against unionism. 

There is only one attitude which is Scriptural 
and consistent with reference to this question, 
namely, the position of the Synodical Confer- 
ece, according to which Christian doctrine is 
not ours but God’s, God having revealed divine 
truth to us in the Holy Scriptures in clear and 
unambiguous words and charged us faithfully 
to keep this Word. Therefore, to sanction error 
in any point of revealed truth is unfaithfulness 
in guarding this treasure which has been 
entrusted to our care and would make us “par- 
takers of other men’s sins.” For to contradict 
God in His Word is a sin, Hence the Synodical 
Conference iy porfectly justified in applying 
each warning against participation in false 
doctrine to every case where we have to deal 
with error againgt the clear Word of God. If 
it were our duty first to prove that certain false 
teachers “verve their own belly” ete. before 
we are to avoid them, we should indeed be in 
a precarious position! 

But did not even Dr. Walther admit that 
unity in fundamental articles ig sufficient? 
Pastor Burgdorf has already pointed out in the 
August, 1940, issue of the Confessional Luther- 
an (p.52) that Dr. Reu (probably wnintention- 
ally) misquotid Dr. Wallher when he made him 
say on page of his lecture that the Church 
has never achieved greater unity than unity in 
fundamental articles. Dr. Walther did not speak 
of unity in fundamental articles, but of funda- 
mental unity, which, according to Dr, Walther’s 
own clear and unmistakable definition, is quite 
another thing. And it is indeed of great impor- 
tance to rave this term clearly defined. 

What, then, is meant by “fundamental uni- 
ty” ? this term is to be distinyuished from ab- 
solute or perfeet unity. The Church has never 
enjoyed absolute unity in all questions tha 
may arise in the sphere of Christian doctrine. 
Such unity is to be expected in the light of eter- 
nity only, when we shall sce face to faee. But a 
church body enjoys fundamental unity as long 
as it accepts without reservation the entire 
foundation of faith and nothing is tolerated in 
its midst that “militates against the foundation 
of Christian faith, be it the real foundation, oy 
the dogmatic foundation, or the organic foun- 
dation.” (Lehre und Wehre, XIV, p-!11.) 

There is really only one foundation of Chris- 
fian faith, and hence of the Church, and this 
js Christ, 1 Cor. 3,11: “For other foundation 
can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesug 

Christ.” When the dogmaticians made a di- 
stinction between the real, the dogmatic, and 
the organic foundation, this is not mcant as 
though the Churebh had two more foundations 
besides the one mentioned. It rather means that 
the one foundation, Christ, is regarded by us 
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in a threefold relation, There is, first of al], 


Christ Himself in His Person, the Second Per- 


son of the Holy Trinity, the God-Man, who 
through His vicarious obedience, suffering and 
death has earned for us forgiveness of gin and 
eternal life. [t is self-evident that when the 
Second Person of the Holy Trinity is particu- 
larly named in this connection He is not to 
be regarded essentially apart from the First and 
Third Persons, All Three Persons of the Holy 
Trinity coneur in the work of our Salvation, 
and all three are the object of saving faith. 
When Hoenceke and others, therefore, prefer to 
say that God, or the Holy ‘Trinity, are the real 
foundation of our faith, there is no reason to 
object to this on the basis of I Cor. 8, 11. The 
meaning is the same. 

But we find and btave Christ only in His! 
doctrine, which was proclaimed by the holy 
prophets during the time of the Old Testament, 
and, afterward, by Himself and His Apostles. 
And now, all Christian doctrines which are the 
object of saving faith are called its dogmatic 
foundation; nog the individual doctrines, taken 
separately for themselves, but all of them 
taken as a whole, so that an error in any one 
of these doctrines militates against the dog- 
matic foundation, adulterates saving faith, aud 
thus endangers man’s Salvation. (Cp, Baier, 
Compendium, Vol. I, p. 52.) 

Among all the doctrines whieh form the 
dogmatic foundation of faith there is one which 
is rightly ealled the center and heart of the 
Christian religion, the most fundamental of all 
doctvines (‘articulus fundamentalivsimus”).. 
Ii js the “articulus stantis et cadentis ee- 
clesiae,” which simply means, the article of 
faith with which the Chureh stands or falls. 
This doctrine is the doctrine of justification by 
faith without the deeds of the Law. Acceptance 
of this article in true faith constitutes one @ 
Christian. Denial of tuis article means denial of 
the Christian religion, Impairing this article 
in the least means adulterating the Christian 
religion. Scripture texts like Romans 2, 23-28; 
Gaj. 5. 4; Eph. 2. 8.9 and many others decid- 
edly place this article in the center of revealed 
truth. For this reason some dopmaticians call 
the doctrine of justification the dogmatic 
foundation of faith. 

But there are other doctrines which are so 
intimately related to this central truth that 
denial of them, or an error concerning them, 
immediately effects this center itself. Thus, 
false doctrine concerning the original deprav- 
ity of man, concerning the means of grace, 
conversion, the Church, the Person of Christ, 
and others, automatically affeets the doctrine 
of justification and thug endangers saving 
faith and the salvation of man. For this reason 
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other dogmaticians prefer to call the whole 
eum of these so-called fundamental articles the 
dogmatic foundation, They are termed funda- 
mentals because an error concerning one of 
them militates against the dogmatic foundation 
of faith, 

Again, there are doctrines, also clearly re- 
vealed in Scripture, which are more remote 
from tse center, doctrines that are not the ob- 
ject of justifying faith, because they do not 
convey forgiveness of sin, Thus, for instance, 
we are not justified before God by accepting 
the doctrines of Antichrist, of the angels, of 
Sunday, ete. Nor are these doctrines related to 
justfication in such a manner that an error 
regarding them inevitably corrupts the Gospel 
itself. It cannot be said that ignorance of one 
of these doctrines, or an error concerning them, 
immediately affects the dogmatic foundation of 
faith. For this reason they are called non-fun- 
damental doctrines. 

By the distinction which has been made non- 
fundamental doctrines are by no means to be 
declared unimportant or useless for the 
Christinn faith. Nothing of what God thas re- 
vealed ig ynimportant or useless to us. On the 
contrary, non-fundamental doctrines have their 
distinct value. The doctrine of the holy angels 
for instance, shows us the love of God toward 
His children in a light especially appzaling to 
sinful man, and tends to strengthen our trust 
in God, ond thus indirectly supports saving 
faith. The warnings concerning Antichrist are 
meant to gnard O’ristians against the greatest 
danver which threatens their faith and their 
final salvation, And so wit other non-funda- 
mental] doctrines, Just the same q person may 
be a Christian without a knowledge of these 
non-fundamental doctrines, 

The doetring concerning Crist, which is the 
proper object of justifying and saving faith, 
wes known to fhe patriarchs before the flood 
bv divine revelation. Tt was known to all saints 
of the Old and tee New Testament, Prophets 
and Anostles, moved by the Holy Ghost, pro- 
ejnaimed it orally, and, moved by the same Spirit 
of God, have also Jaid down theiy teachings in 
writing. Those divine writings in which alone 
we vow find Christ are called the organic 
proper ohject of justifying and saving faith, 
“organ” oy medium whereby Christ’s teaching 
js conveyed to us. THenee. when we sptak of 
the oreanie foundation of faith, we ore not 
ceneerned with individual doctrinzs contained 
in the Bible, but with the prineiple that the 
Holy Scriptures in their entirety as the in- 
svired Word of God are the only source of all 
Christian knowledge. Whoever casts any dount 
an tre absolute reliability of the Scriptures, by 
denying their plenary inspiration, or by as- 
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suming ¢rrors or the possibility of erro. 

within them in so-called minor matters, sult? 
verts the organic foundation of Christian faitr7 
And whoever limits the absolute authority ct- 
the clarity of Scripture to a certain group a* 
iruths, exempting another group of its doc! 
trines, subverts the organic foundation oF 
faith to just that extent. € 

In this sense we speak of the real, the dog> 
matic, and the organic foundation of Christia z- 
faith, i 

We now come to the question: what bearings 
has all of this on the fundamental unity. of 
the Chureh’? Our thesis is that a church body 
enjoys fundamental unity as long as nothing: 
is toleratcd in its midst that militates against 
the foundation of Christian faith, be it the real, 
the dogmatic, or the organic foundation. 

We need not dwell here on the real founda- 
tion of faith. For it goes without saying that 
whoever does not accept Christ as the Son of 
God and ouly Savior of mankind is outside the 
Christian Chureh, 

It is also clear that by any error in one 
of the fundamental doctrines the dogmatic 
foundation of faith is immediately involved. 
Henee the fundamental unity of the Church is 
involved by such an error. Even in the Ameri- 
ean Lutheran Church this principle is acknow- 
ledved, as Dr. Reuv’s keture on Unionism shows. 
At least it is acknowledged in theory if not 
always in fact, 

3ut how about erorrs with regard to other 
doctrines which have no direct bearing on the 
way to salvation, the so-called non-fundamen- 
tals? We have seen that an error in these doc- 
trings does not subvert the dogmatic founda- 
tion of the Chureh, But it may or may not 
subvert the organie foundation of the Churet. 
Jor it mav be that the erring brother in sueh 
nocase clings with all his heart to the Serip- 
tures as the infallible Word of God, his error 
being caused merely by some weakness in his 
undergianding. In this ease such a one does 
not subvert the organic foundation of faith. 

Nor is tre fundamental unity of a church 
hody broken as long as an erring brother, ac- 
know':dging the absolute authority of the 
Seriptures is open to conviction and willing 
to give up his tenet as soon as it is proven fo 
him tvat his position is incompatible with 
Seripture. 

On the other hand, it mav be that on~ who 
errs really tarbors wrong ideas concerning the 
Serirtures. Wis error may even he an imme- 
diate consequence of his faulty attitude over 
against the Scriptures. In that case his error, 
though it concern a non-fundamental doctrine, 
at once assumes an entirely different aspect, I 
no longer leaves the organic foundation of 
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faith intact, Henes the fundamental unity of 
a church body is broken in that case even by 
such an error in non-fundamentals. 

Trese considerations may help us to ste our 
way clearly when it comes to the question: 
under what ciscumstaneces is an <¥ror divisive 
of church-fellowship? 

Wen we keep in mind the fact that certain 
errors in their very: nature subvert the dog- 
matic foundation of the Church, while otners 
do not, then we Shall see the reason why an 
ayror in this second group need not under all 
circumstances lead to a Severance of church 
fellowship. The reason igs not because these: 
doctrines are not clearly revealed in the 
Seriptures, as are others. For they are. Nor 
is it beause they are, or seem to be, less im- 
portant. For this would imply that we neea 
not he so conscientious in doctrinal matters 
wich seem less important to us. If the Serip- 
tures inculcata faithfulness in little things in 
the sphere of earthly goods (Luke 16, 10f), 
how muen more faithful must we then be in 
the sphere of spiritual treasures entrusted to 
us, such as the pure doctrine which God has 
revealed to us, even if such faithfulness in 
relatively ‘less important points of doctrine is 


termed narrow-mindedness, inteectualism, 
provincialism, separatism, and the like, by 


such as are inclined to tolerate errors in non- 
fundamentals! 

The true reason why an error in doctrines 
which are more remote from the eentes of 
Ceristian faith is not under all circumstances 
1o be treated as divisive of fellowship is this: 
acbrodrder or a church body harboring such 
an <rror as, doe: not overthrow the :eal, nor 
the. dopmatie foundation of faith may in their 
meart leave also the organie foundation, the 
authority of the Scriptures, intact, and in that 
case the fundamental unity of the Church is 
not broken. Whet*e: or not this is the case 
will vsually btcome evident in the course of 
the discussion of that difference. Hence ali 
depends on the question: does the one who «rrs 
ecknowledge. th: absolute authority of the 
Seriptures? 

This question is sometimes nof easily de- 
cided, Especially when an erring brottee is 
weak in Christian knowledge, or deficient in 
his logic, there may be cases in which the de- 
cision must. be left.in suspense a long time, 
if not indefinitely, But while a brother who 
errs without subverting. the foundation of 
faith must be tolerated, this does nov. mean 
that his error may be tolerated. Much less does 
if, mean that error should have equal right with 
the truth within an orthedox .c“’urch body. 
Error must be rejected and fought under ail 
circumstances. Least of all can it be tolerated 


that error—any error—pbe publicly taught, 

On the other hand, there are cases where 
subversion of the organie foundation of faith 
is so evident from the very beginning that 
differences in question must be treated as 
divisive from, the outset. We shall have to dis- 
cuss such cases in a future issue of our journal. 

To sum up, while such error as does not di- 
rectiy militate against the dogmatic founda- 
tion of faith may eventually become an occa- 
sion for disruption of fellowship, one whien 
in any way violates the dogmatic foundation, 
if stubbornly adhered to, must, on account of 
its subversive nature, lead to a severance of 
church fellowship. 

How this works out in practice will be 
shown when we conclude our series of articles 
on “The Dogmatic-Histovieal Background of 
the Present Union Movem:nt.” Differences 
wich remain to be treated in thig series of 
articles, and which may be dealt with at some- 
what lesser length than differences discussed 
in former articls, are: the principhe of Open 
Questions, the doctrine of Sunday, and sundry 
errors connected with Chiliasm, 

J. B. 


Inaecuracies—And Worse! 


Reviewing Prof. Polack’s book, “The Build- 
ing of a Great Chure?,” in a spirit of kindli- 
ness, in a recent issue of the Lutheran 
Standard (A.L.C.), Dr. J. O. Lang points out a 
sight mistake the author made, in stating that 
the Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo Synods united on 
the basis of the Chicago Theses. Correcting this 
statement, Dr. Lang says that the doctrinal 
agreement on the basis of which fellowship 
was established between Ohio, Iowa, and later 
also Buffalo, was rather stated in the Toledo 
Theses of 1909, (Lutheran Standard, Sept. 27, 
1941, p.15.) 

This gives us occasion for a bit of discus- 
sion regarding the notoriug Chicago Theses. 

The inaccuracy to which Dr. Lang calls 
attention is really of little consequence. For, 
as to their doctrinal content, tre Chicago 
Theses are fully in harmony with the Toledo 
Theses. The American Lutheran Church might, 
therefore, just as well have chosen the Chicago 
Theses for a basis of its fellowshin as far as 
doctrine is concerned, Ther: was, however, a 
reason for not doing this, Fo: there is a vast 
difference #8 te wording of the Toledo Theses 
and the Chicago Theses. The Toledo Theses 
wre drawn up in opposition to the Synodical 
Conference and clearly show the points of 
doctrine in which Ohio and Iowa agreed over 
against Misscuri, The Chicago Theses, on the 
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other hand, wére, as Dr. Lang has intimated, 
compiled by representatives of the various sy- 
nods concerned (Ohio, Iowa, Buffalo, Missouri 
Wisconsin) for the purpose of gaining a basis 
for churech-fellowship among these synods 
which were (and are to this day) not in doc- 
trinal agreement. The Chicago Theses, in spite 
of thsir “Missourian” phraseology, by which 
the representatives of the Synodical Confer- 
ence were misled, by their wording safeguard- 
ed the peculias tenets of the Ohio and Iowa 
Synods in such a manner ag to ¢nable these 
synods to accept them without sacrificing their 
traditional tenets. Ample proof for this charge 
with regard to the doctrines of Conversion, 
Predestination, the Church, and the Ministry 
has been offered in previous issucg of the 
Confessional Lutheran. 

Dr. Lang refers to the particular purpose 
of the Chicago Theses when he says: “To be 
sure, Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo subscribed to 
the Chicago Thes¢s of 1929, but these had par- 
ticular reference to Missouri; and the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church still regrets that Mis- 
souri rejected them.” Certainly, if the Missouri 
Synod had aecepted that unionistic document, 
then a union of the Synodical Conference with 
Ohio-Iowa-Buffalo might have been consum- 
mated at that time. We thank God that such 
a ealamity was prevented, 

More serious than the slight mistake men- 
tioned by Dr. Lang, because misleading and 
therefore dangerous, is the manner in which 

‘the report’ of Committce 8 at the Ft, Wayne 
Convention of the Missouri Synod (1941) dealt 
with the Chicago The:es. This report contains 
so much which is good and true that we point 
out its flaws only reluctantly. But this must 
be done. 

The report we have referred to says that. 
th cheys in 1929 our committee presented to our 
Synod doctrinal theses upon Which all parties 
concerned (representatives of the Missouri, 
Wisconsin, Iowa, Ohio, and Buffalo synods) 
had agreed. The efforts put forth did not xe- 
sult in uniting the synods which were repre- 
sented in the discussions at the committee 
meetings.” (Proceedings of the Ft. Wayne Con- 
vention, 1941, p.296) What impression will 
anyone who is not familiar with all the facts 
and who accepts this report on its face value 
gain from these words? Certainly such a one 
must gain the impression that in 1929 unity of 
doctrine had been achieved among the synods 
eoncerned, that at the time everyone was gsa- 
tisfied, and that it is to be regretted that, after 
all, no practical results were achiev:d in 1929. 

Now, it ig true that the words “all parties 
eoncerned” are qualified in the .Ft. Wayne 
Committee repart by the parenthetieal addition 


“(representatives of the Missouri, Wisconsin, 
Iowa, and Buffalo synods).” But it is also true 
that many more persons than those represent- 
atives, persons utterly dissatisfied with the 
theses, were concerned at ‘that time. Since 
May, 1920, protests had been entered uninter- 
ruptedly with the Intersynodical Committee, 
the president of the Missouri Synod, the St- 
Louis faculty, and at various conferences, con- 
tending and offering proof for the contention 
that the Chicago Theses were ambiguous, leav- 
ing room both for the doctrine of the Missouri 
Synod and the contrary doctrine of its oppo- 
nents. 

Various committees were appointed to ex- 
amine such protests. The Northern Illinois 
District Conference wag informed by its com- 
mittee that after conscientious and thorough 
study and examination of the ¢widence pre- 
sented, there could be no doubt that protests 
were justified and that the Chicago Theses are 
essentially unionistic. Similar discussions went 
on in the Iowa District. An “Examining Com- 
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mitte:” had been appointed by the Missouri 
Synod to consider such protests. On the basis 
of documentary evidence which it had weighed 
for years, this committee laid such a smash- 
ing condemnation of the Chicago Theses before 
the River Forcst convention of the Missouri 
Synod in 1929 that the resolutions committee 
which had to report on this matter could not 
possibly recommend the theses for acceptance. 
We shall here quote the report of th: Exam- 
ining Committee, It reads, in part: 

“After careful examination of the revised 
theses of August, 1928, your Committee finds 
itself compelled to advise Synod to reject 
these theses as a possible basig for union 
with the synods of Ohio, Iowa, and Buffalo, 
since all chapters and a number of para- 
grapts are inadequate. At times they do not 
touch upon the point of controversy; at 
times they are so phrased that both parties 
can find in trem their own opinion; at times 
they incline more to the position of our 
opponents than to our own........... Yous Com- 
nittee considers it a hopeless unde taking 
to mak thes: theses unobjectionable from 
the view cf pure doctrive J~ would be better 
to discard them az a frilure.” (Proceedings, 
1929, p, 110-112.) 

Alen Dr. Pieper’s opinion was that accep'anc? 
of the Chicago Theses wa: entircly ont of te 
evestign, Theo yerort of the resolutions com- 
mittee on intersynodical matters, 1929, of 
which he was chairmen. rea’s in pert: 

“We .ccommend, howevir. that Synod do 
not accept the treses in their present form, 
for the following reasons :- 
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“a) Because many serious objections have 
been raised by members of Synod, which, in 
our opinion should be carefully considered 
and eventually taken into account in any 
further work concerning the theses.” (Loe. 
cit., p. 112f.) , 

‘the synod adopted the recommendationg which 
were made, refusing to accept the theses. Any- 
sne who would still try to make out a good 
case for the notorius Chicago Theseg clearly 
indicates thereby that he is out of step with 
the Missouri Synod’s position ag it was of- 
Nielally and definitively declared in 1929. 

And now we ask: If Committee 3 at Ft. 
Wayne did not wish to mention the facts which 
we have submitted, wag it then fair, in a one- 
sided manner, to create the impression as 
though all was well with the Chieago Theses? 
It ig true, it might have been disastrous for 
the current union movement to Jay all perti- 
nent facts before the Synod at Ft. Wayne. For, 
as everyone who hag somewhat more intimate 
knowledge of the facts knows, the A.L.C. 
Declaration stands and falls with the Chicago 
Theses, since both documents are woven of one 
cloth. But for this very reason Committee 3 
should have presented either both sides con- 
cerning the Chicago Theses or none at all. 

After the Missouri Synod had refused to 
accept the Chicago Theses, it would have been 
the proper thing to iron out differences in 
its own midst. For there was now a faction 
within the Missouri Synod which was still con- 
vinced that there wag doctrinal unity between: 
the Synodical Conference and its former op- 
ponents, while the majority within the synced 
rejected the supposed basis of such unity as 
a delusion—certainly a difference of opinion 
fraught with the gravest dangers for unity 
within its own midst. What could have been 
more natural for the Missouri Synod than to 
do all in its power to come to an agreement 
among itself The writer of these lines has 
since 1929 tried in various wayg to have such 
fatal dissension within the Missouri Synod 
removed. 

When the American Lutheran Church ap- 
proached the Synodical Conference in 1935 
with the request for renewed doctrinal dis- 
cussions, the Missouri Synod entered into ne- 
gotiations with the American Lutheran Church 
trying to win this chureh-body over {40 its 
position without having settled the disagree- 
ment im its own midSt! As was to be expected, 
the results acuieved by these efforts wire 
just ag negative ay those of the Chicago Theses 
For while the Missouri Synod, at its St. Louis 
Convention in 1988, accepted the Brief State- 
ment, the A.L.C. Declaration, and the pro- 
visions of the entire report of Committee 1é 


(three documents Which in part even contra- 
dict each other) ag its “doctrinal basis for 
future church-fellowship” with the American 
Lutheran Church, the latter church accepted 
another basis, It more consistently declared the 
first two of the aforementioned documents a 
sufficient basis for agreement from its pe- 
culiar (unionistic) point of view, asking that 
the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod be 
read “in the light of? its own Declaration. It‘ 
herewith suggested a basis for fellowship 
which is practically the same as that of the 
Chicago Theses which the Missouri Synod re- 
fused to accept in 1929. Is it to be wondered 
at that in view of such a situation protests 
again arose from all sides against a supposed 
“unity” which some brethren imagined to exist 
between the Missouri Synod and the American 
Lutheran Church since 1988? 

In the course of the controversy which 
necessarily arose within the Synodical Confer- 
ence with regard to the untenable St. Louis 
Kesolutions of 1988 the Lutheran Witness, in 
its issue of May 28, 1940, presented the first 
of a series of articles under the heading 
“Lutheran Union: A Discussion.” In these ar- 
ticles the editors of the Lutheran Witness tried 
to show that, beginning already with the Mil- 
waukee Colloquy in 1867 (!), followed by the 
Chicago Theses in 1929, and the the A.L.C. 
Declaration of 19388, doctrinal unity had been 
achieved between the American Lutheran 
Church and the Missouri Synod. The St. Louis 
Resolution, the Lutheran Witness says, “signi- 
fies that two church-bodies which for sixty to 
ninety years have had controversy in doctrin« 
are officially now on the same doctrinal plat- 
form.” (Lutheran Witness, June 11,1940, p-201) 

The Lutheran Witness articles to which we 
are referring are so full of historical and theo- 
logical inaccuracies and fallacies, they are so 
misleading and dangerous, that it would be in- 
excusable negligence to let them go unchal- 
leged. Aftey futile private efforts, therefore, 
this writer made his last attempt at having 
this unpleasant affair settled. In a memorial 
fo the Missouri Synod he requested its Ft. 
Wayne Convention to appoint a committee fo: 
the purpose of carefully examining his o)- 
jections to these articles and the documents in 
his posession on which such objections are 
based. The documents to be studied and t'¢ 
whole of the material which would hav: to 
be presented as evidence is too extensive to 
have enabled thorough examination during the 
few days of a synodical convention. The n«'}- 
tioner therefore asked for a special committe 
which might during the months following jh: 
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pertinent. evidence from, all angles. But, like 


We 


nll former efforts, this last attempt towards 
coming to an agreement proved to be in vain. 
The request to which we refer (Unprinted 
Memorial No. 15) was turned down: on the 
ground that “the charge mentioned in the 
memorial has not been substantiated by spe- 
cific evidence.” (Proceedings, 1941, p. 309.) 
In view of thig final failure, what else can 
remain to be done than to discuss the various 
fallacies in the above mentioned articles in a 
publication such as the Confessional Lutheran? 
Certainly this is not a pleasant task. But it 
must be done. And it will be done, God willing, 


in future issueg of the Confessional Puuieren 


The Position of the American 
Lutheran Church With Regard 
To The Holy Scriptures 


By Rev. Geo. O. Lillegard 
(Continued) 


THE SUFFICIENCY OF SCRIPTURE 


It is a fundamental part of Lutheran, doc- 
trine, as opposed to Roman Catholie and ration- 
alistic, Modernistie teaching, that the Holy 
Scriptures are in themselves sufficient and: 

- ”? 


perfect, “able to make us wise unto salvation”. 


(II Tim. 3, 14); “the law of the Lord is perfect, 
converting the soul; the testimony of the Lord 
is sure, making wise the simple.” (Ps. 19, .7.). 


As Dr. Pieper says in his “Christliche Dog: . 


matik,” Vol. I: It ig self-evident that by sur- 
rendering the p2rfection or sufficiency of 
Scripture, the Seripture principle is abandoned. 
For if Seripture needs to be supplemented 
by anything outside itrelf, then the Christian 


Chuych is thereby, eo ipso, torn away from its 


foundation, the word of the apostles and pro- 
phets, and is made to stand on the person of 
the. one allegedly supplem:nting it’ (p. 385) 
(Tr. from the German by L-) In this connection 
he points out that although Scripture is “not 
a textbook of ordinary human science,” yet 
when “Scripture in passing touches on such 
things as belong in the field of natural science, 
then it always is right, all assertions of human 


‘science’ to the contrary notwithstanding” 


(p. 384). 

But Dr. M. Reu, whose essay “What Is Serip- 
ture?” we have been reviewing, limits the suf- 
ficiency of Scriptura strictly to “religious 
problems, because the religious field alone is 
its province; other problems may be solved by 
science” (p. 76). Therefore it is that the A.L-C. 
has objected te such statements ag this in the 


. adds: 


Brief Satement of the Missouri Synod: “Ws 
teach that the first man was not brutelike no. 
merely capable of intelectual development, bu- 
that God created man in his own image—- 
endowed with a truly scientific knowledge o} 
nature, Gen. 2, 19-28.” That man was createc 
“in true knowledge of God and in true right- 
eousness and holiness” is something they can 
accept because that is in the “religious field.”’ 
But to say that the first-man was “endoweci 
with a truly scientific knowledge of natur:,’” 
they will not accept, in spite of Gen. 2, 19-238, 
because that encroaches upon the field of 
“science,”—ag if human science could ever ar- 
rive at any real knowledge of the intellectuzl 
equipment of the first man, before the Fall, 
apart from the inspired Word of the Creator 


himself! 

Futhermore, although Dr. Reu says that 
“Se.ipture is also sufficient for the individual 
Ciristian; it offers him enough light, so that 
he -can find the way to the Father,” yet he 
“but if he independently studies the 
Bible he should: not despise nor ignore the 
assured results. of- the Churen’s theological 
scholarship, although it is to be used with dis- 
erimination.” If he had said: “The Confessions 
of the orthodox Lutheran Church,” we: could 
agree, since those Confessions teach nothing 
than the Word of God in a clear and systema- 
tized form. But this phrase “the assured re- 
sults of theological scholarship” is a favorite 
expression ,of Modernists and Highsr Critics 
and points more often to their destructive 
eriticism and Godless ,perversion..of Bible 
teaching than to sound doctrine. Therefore it 
is that we do not ask any layman to be guidéd 
by anything whatever than the Word itself.and 
point to our Corfessions, not as guides to. an 
understanding of the. Bible, but as proofs that 
our Chureh teachey nothing but ‘Bible truths- 
The fact is that. more people have lost their 
faith by paying too much attention to “the as- 
sured results of theological scholarship” hhan 
through anything else; and that tre. wisdom 
of Lutheran principle, “the Word alone,” is 
repeatedly demonstrated. by the manner 
which learned theologians go astray from the 
simple truths of the Bible, misleading al] those 
who “in their simplicity go. with’ them 
CII Sam. 15, 11). : 

In this connection, Dr, Reu also says that it 
“is better not to use it ‘(the term. ‘perfectio’), 


because it ig 1:0 often misunder stood”; and then 
goes on to ridicule: those Lutheran dogmatic- 
ians who have maintained that to charge “Holy 
Scripture with a single barbarism,” in language 
and style, would be “a by no means ingignifi- 
vant blasphemy.” Here, too, Dr. Pieper defends 


in 
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those whom Dr. Reu attacks, showing in detail 
that the old Lutheran dogmaticians were en- 
lirely correct when they claimed, both that 
the language and style of the original Hebrew 
and Greck Testaments were the very best for 
this purpoze, and that the texts handed down 
tous are in every essential the same as those 
wiginally written by the prophets and apostles. 
Dr. Reu’s: remarks: on these points reveal a 
strange ignorance of the conclu:ions of modern 
Greek scholars, whose researches, like those of 
the archeologists, confirm the claims made for 


the Bible by believing theologians from tke 
beginning. 
There are other things in Dr. Reu’s essay 


which ara contrary to the -ound doctrine stated 
so fully and clearly in Dr. Pieper’s great work. 
3ut we believe we have pointed out most of 
the errors which our readers need to know 
meget in order to arrive at.a correct judgment 
zarding the nature of the proposed union 
hetw: en the Missouri Svnod and the A.L-C. 
Sines there is disagreement ev:m regarding the 
very fovndation of a’l teachings. the Word of 
Ged itself, it iz vain to assume thet agreement 
“nb reetand lasting on anv of t’e teachings 
vf that Word. Thos who have been t ving to 
“sure ovr people that Dr. Renu and the A.L.C 
raw stend one with ns on the doctrine of 
Scripture. over against the Mberal TLL... have 
fe faets against trem. Dr Ren. indesd, claims 
that “the nositior taken by him in this pam- 
rhlet (“Whee Is Seripture?”’) is in ful) eon- 
‘mmince with Luther’s standpoint” (p83). Bul 
'r, Pieper proves that the position taken bv 
Mm arrees ful'y with Luther’s standpoint; and 
we have pevicwed some of th. points on whieh 
Dh Reu ond Dr. Piener take opposite sides. 
There will, undoubtedly. he those who will in- 
af thet Luther and Pienvy and Ren pl) tereh 
f~ same t*ing.—thera j- no essential ciffer- 
‘nes between them. Wa have been reneatedty 
fold, even curing the last year, after the pub- 
Hertion of Dr. Rens essay, that ue and the 
AT.C gepco with the 1 Nissnari Svrod on Serin- 


oe 
on 


‘ve, We aahbmit that trese who elejm thia ara 
ety of “wishful thinking.” to cov the least, 
nd aye closine their eves to the faet:. Th was 


ref withomp reason that Dr. Koen in his Jest. 
eldress to thre Norwegian Synod. made his 
ess7y on tre “Insniration of Serintur’” his 


fevlament” to the Svnod. He gaw how oll the 


“naknes-‘eas and errors in the Lutheran 
hyrehes of Ameries wer vreoted in false or 
inndoavate ideas verarding Scrintue and its 


“nuthority: that the real battle for true Luth- 
-ranism would ‘ave to he foneht on that frent, 
The sum and substance of the matter that 
only the Word of God can create true spiritual 
unity; only where the Word of God is accepted 


as the sole authority, to the utter exclusion of 


every othe factor, con there be profitable dis- 
eussion regarding Christian doctrine; only 


where doctrinal discussions and agreements 
are based on the Word alone, accepting nothing 
but what the Word teaches and everthing thut 
the Word tcaches, can there be real unity. By 
this touchstone, the A.L.C. agreement with the 
Missouri Synod is not one that we as true 
Lutherans can accept or endorse. We hope and 
believe that the Missouri Synod will also re- 
trace its steps and undo, in this year of grace, 
1941, some of the. harm done to the cause of 
eonservative Christianity by the acceptance of 
the 1938 rezolutions on Union’ with the A.L.C. 
—Lutheran Sentinal (Norwegian Synod), May, 
27, 1941. 
(To be Continued) 


Ft. Wayne Conventions of 
The Misseuri Synod 1857-1941 


(Editorial Nete — As is peinted out in the 
subsequent article, the Missourj Synod, at its 
Ft. Wayne Convention in June, asked pastcral 
eonferences to study especially also the Four 
Paints coreernine the Doctrine of the JT ast 
Thines, with reference to which the American 
Luthe an Church insists on un-Seripturs], con- 
cessions in the interest of the medernistic iih- 
eralism that exists in its own midst and in the 
American Lutheran Conference with whie if 
ig affiliate as well as elsewhere, The pre ant 
essay togrther with other articles aynea ine in 
thie issue will prove very helpful te cenfer- 
ences in studying these cuestions with a view 
toward precervine the Scrinturel and Couves- 
sienal nositien which the Missouri Synod and 
the entire Syredical Confrence have by the 
grace ef Gol glways maintained, PL BY) 

Eighty-four years ago, the Missouri Synod 
was assembled in Convention at Io ¢t Wayne, 
Ind. Fourteen se sions of that Convention were 
devoted to a discussion of thy doctrine of the 
Tast Thipys “>. vearron en much time was de- 
voted to the discussion of this sinele subject 
that one wit*iy the midst of the Missourt 
Synod. Pastor Schieferdecker, was unwilling to 
subscribe unoualifiedly to ths doctrine confess- 
ed by the Missoury Synod on this point. After 
the Synod in 1857 had spent eleven sessions 
in dealing with Pastor Schieferdecker, the Syn- 
od arpointed a Committe, which was to for- 
muilate aveactiorns te which Pastor Schieferdec- 
ke was to give definite anzwers of either “yes” 
or“no”, These questions, together with the an- 
swers given. ar: reported ag follows: 

“1, Will the Church of Christ in its proper 


wa 
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sense (the whole number of believers) remain _ 

‘nvisible and hidden, under the holy cross, un- 

lil the last day? 

Answer: Yes; if the hope is not thereby re- 
jected, that the kingdom of God also in this 
world will celebrate a final victory over the 
antichristian world-powers, and will show it- 
self in a great measure of heavenly spiritual 
goodness, namely in a widespread true knowl- 
edge of God and Jesus Christ. 

2. Will the universal resurrection of all the 
dead, the righteon; as well as the unrighteous, 
without exception, take place alone and ex- 
clusively on the last day? 

Answer: Yes, but I cannot subscribe to the 
words ‘without exception, 

3- Ig the visible return of Christ alone and 
exclusively to be placed at the Last Day as a 
thing which shall happen alone and exclusively 
for the judgment of all people, without ex- 
ception? 

Answer: Yes, if I am not thereby bound lo 

reject a preliminary return of Christ for the 
destruction of the Antichrist, the manner of 
which, however, { leave problematic (Cunge- 
wiss). (In order to get the full picture of 
?astor Schieferdecker’s views on this question 
if may help our readers to know that in an 
earlier session the Synod had asked Pastor 
Schieferdecker to vive a definite answer as to 
the following question: “Do you confess wilh 
all Christendom that the Lord Jesus Christ 
may come at any moment for the final judg- 
ment?” To this question, Pastor Schieferdecker 
delivered the following written answer: ‘To 
the question whether I beliewe that the Lord 
Jesus Christ might om even today in His 
second Advent, for the last general judgment, 
I answer: T hrough a compeen on and consid- 
eration of the prophetic passages which deal 
with the Last Things. I must conclude that all 
things are not yet fulfilled which the Lord 
Christ will permit to happen to His Church 
hefore the end of THis kingdom of grace, yet [ 
hold that it is neverth:less not impossible that 
the Lord may eome at anv moment, since [ do 
not consider myself infallible in the under- 
standing of prophetic passages.” With thiy an- 
swer, the Synod had not been satisfied. ‘Syn. 
Ber. 1857, p. 37-) 

4. Is every Chiliaslie view which does not 
leave these three points undisputed, to be con- 
denmed and ic it against the 17th article of 
the Augsburg Confession? 

Answer: Yes, if it is admitted that the res- 
ervations T have pointed out in 7, 2. 8, do not 
disagree with the (7th article of the Augustana. 

5. Does Pastor Schieferdecker acknowledge 
and admil that he has erred and is he now also 
ready to agree to the risolutions of our West- 


ern District Synod? (It is interesting to 1 
that among other things, the resolution <r Ot® 
the Western District contained this one: ‘ 2° 
reject as un-Biblical and as leading to a 
Chiliastic conception of the Church the 
trine that according to Rom. 11,25.26 and 0 oe 
passages, a general or at least an unpr we 
dented, particularly numerous conversion ?©°¢ 
the Jews shall precede the last day and is 
be expected.” Syn. Ber., 1857. p. 25.) 

Answer: [ have nowhere expressly profes 
adherence to the selfsame views of the MillE 
ium, which Pastor Gruber, Sr. expressed at ©@ 
Synod at Altenburry, I did not, however, abe 
my assent to the resolutions of the Westd~* : 
District, bccause it was impossible for me??_ 
reject something which I consider uncerta,” 
For the same reason I can not today give J ee 
aisent to the judgment in question, since I cot? 
sider uncertain: Bes 

a) How far the restriction of Satan lasti 
aw thousand years goes. : 

b) If all people without exception will 
Christianized, oO” 

c) In what manner the advent of Christ ff. _, 
the judgment over the Antichrist will 7 
revealed. ne 

da) If the resurrection announced in Rev. = 
is a bodily one or not. Syn. Ber. 1857, pp- 43-49 

It was deplored on the part of the Synod the” 
Pastor Schieferdecker found it neogssary t 
make so many reservations in his answer? 
Because. of these reservations, the Synod foun’: 
Pastor Schieferdecker’s answers unsatisfec 
Lory, and having stated that since all the ques” 
tions at issue involved the simplest articles o7 
faith, and since if was now. clear that Pastoy 
Schicferdecker was of another spirit, the Synoc 
declared the fellowship of Pastor Schiefe.-. 
decker with the Mivsouri Synod, broken. Later, 
Pastor Sehieferdecker joined the [owa Synod 
where such views as his were tolerated ang 
looked upon as open questions. 

It will be noted that Pastor Schieferdecker 
did not insist that the Missouri Synod accept 
his views, All he way askiug for was that he 
might, because of his uncertainty, be permitted 
to retain the reservations which he found it 
necessary to make in his answers to the ques- 
Heli directed to him. The Missouri Synod in 

857 found it impossible to grant these reser- 
ae and found it necessary to sever fellow- 
ship with one who insisted on such reserva~ 
tions. The A.L.C. in its Declaration has made 
cortain reservations to its acceptance of cer- 
tain matters concerning the Doctrine of the 
Last Things as confessed in the Brief Statement 
of the Missouri Synod. Did the Missouri Synod 


in 1938 grant tolerance for these reservations 


fo 


el 
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made by the A.L.C., and if so wag it right to 
do so? That ig a question whica invites the 
study of all pastors and lay-people of our 
Synod, Ther need for such a study was recog- 
nized by the 1941 Delegate Synod at Ft. Wayne 
which, a3 a part of its report on Lutheran 
Union, adopted the following resolution: “That 
in addition to any controversial doctrines that 
may need further study and clarification the 
teachings coticerning Antichrist, the convéi- 
sion of the Jews, the physical resurrection of 
the martyrs, and the fulfilment of the thousand 
years be given carsful study by the commit- 
tee and pastora] conferences on the basi: of 
Scripture and our Confessions, and that also 
in reference to these teachings we end:avor to 
exteblish full agreement.” Luth. Wit. Vol. LX. 
p. 240. 

In studying this whole question we commend 
fo our readers for devout and carsful medit- 
otion, the report of the Synod Meeting at Fort 
Wayne, Ind., in 1857, 

C. M. G. 


What Price Fellowship? 

The American Ly theran Church hig reecntly 
denounced tre attitrd: of the Missouri Synod, 
and more specifical’y that of pastors of the 
Misson. i Synod, beeause thcy will rot practice 
unionistic fe'lowship wit: Churches outside 
the Fy, Luth. Syrodies] Conference. We here 
reproduc’ in its entirety an article, titled “Part 
of the Answer,” from the Lufheran Standard 
(A.L.C ) of Oct. 25, in which thi: denunciation 
oCCUrs t- 

“The statistician of the Missouri Synod 
(Pastor 8. Mic*ael) contribute: a fine article 
to the Sentember 16 isssue of the Lutheran 
Witress, titled. “Whet About Thos Losse:?” 
The a ticle points out that in 1940 the number 
of members of al] ages lost to thcir church 
‘Synodical Conference) throug> withdrawa’, 
excommunication, and removal without beirg 
transferred. amounted to 1.02 per cent of th: 
haptized membership. That, of course, does not 
mean that the total] membership of the Mis- 
‘ouri Syrod iz ceclining, for its gains in mem- 
tership far more than offset thes- and ot*e: 
fovses (such as losses by death). But it docs 
mean that each yeer there is a leakaea of about 
one out of every one hundred souls in the Mis- 
vovrl Svnod (inelnding th: enrolled. members 
of tne Sunday se”oo") throngh what mizht be 
ealled “preventable causes.’ We believe that, 
compared with other church bodies, this loss 
ja enjt- Jow. and that the Missouri Syned can 
thank God that it is ro hig™er, Futhermore, we 
commend th: leadevzhip of this Synod for be- 


y 


ing genuinely concerned about this matter and 
for raising the question, “What can be done 
to guard against such losses?” 

With all of this we are in complete agree- 
ment, But we have a word to add in answer to 
Pastor Michael’s question, “Who will add other 
considerations which might serve to lesson the 
gloomy aspect of the situation?” That is, 
who will belp exp!ain those reported losses of 
one out of every hundréd? We shall! Brother, 
pa:t of your “loss” is your own fault and the 
fault of some pastors in your Synod. The ques- 
tion you ask your pastors is, “How many of 
your members of al] ages have been Jost to 
eur Church (Synodical Conference)?” You 
count as lest any who do not “find their way 
back into «ome church or mission of our Synod 
or f:llow church-body of the Synodical Confer- 
ence.” Well, my friend, if such “lost” souls 
have united with a church of some Lutheran 
body outside the Synodical Conference, they 
“ave not been lost. So the very form of your 
cuestion ig, partly to blame for your “loss.” 
Futhermore, many pastors in the Missouri Sy- 
nod wi'l not give their members a letter of 
transfer or even a letter of standing to non- 
Synodical Conference churches. Some of us 
ovtsid: the Missouri Synod have gotten tired 
of bring rebuffed when we made a courteous 
revvest for such a letter, with the result that 
Missouri Svnod members are at times received 
wit’out a Istter from their home church. That 
helrs to account for your paper “loss.” If the 
pastor: of the Missouri Synod would take a 
new and more Ch istian attitude toward having 
their members join Lutheran churches outside 
of the Svnodic2?] Conference, that would be a 
rea’ st’ toward: solving the problem of these 
“losse’” in th- Synodical Conference, So long 
as nastors continue to write to such members: 
“T do not mean to say that you cannot be saved 
in — church (one of the congrega- 
tions of the American Lutheran Church), but 
wh~ nlaw wit” fire?” (an eetual quotation from 
p 1 ites sent by a Missouri Synod pastor to a 
Indy who lat moved into a town where thrre 
woe no congregation of her synod) the statis- 
tician of the: Mixsouri Synod is going to have 
to worry ahout “losses” ech year. If they are 
only naper losses, that is. if tvat ’adv actually 
joined ony American Lutheran Church congre- 
ention in snite cf the attitude of he» pastor, 
there is nothing to be concerned about, But if 
evch a hieh-handed wey of dealing with souls 
droyo that lady out of the Christian Church al- 
together, that tz a loss indeed. And the respon- 
sibility for it is easily placed.” 

T’is denuciation invites ssveral comments. 

1)Puttine the best construction on the state- 
men of the Lutheran Sanderd, we must say that 


” 


its editor is guilty of a glaring misrepresenta- 
tion when he makes it appear as though sta- 
tistician Michael of the Missouri Synod had 
said that he counts ag loSt any who do not find 
their way back into some church or mission of 
the Missouri Synod or a fellow church-body 
of the Synodica] Conference, and then coun- 
ters: “Well, my friend, if such ‘lost’ souls have 
united with a church of some Lutheran body 
outside the Synodical Conference, they have 
not been lost.” Pastor Michael had clearly said 
that such members as he was speaking of hau 
“been lost to our Church (Synodical Confer- 
ence).” The very article which we have cited 
contains enough evidence to show the mis- 
reprezentation of which the Lutheran Stand:rd 
ig guilty. 

2) The article which we have reproduced 
clearly shows that the American Lutheran 
Church assumes an entire’y different attitude 
regarding the question of Christian fellowship 
from that whieh tre Synodic2] Conference 
maintains in accordance with Scripture, It de- 
mands that if we wish to be recognized as 
wholly Christian in our attitude we must un- 
ioniztically recommend our members to the 
spiritual care of churches outside the Syned- 
ical Conference (the language is broad enough 
to include both the various church’s of the 
American Lutheran Conference and the United 
Juutheran Church), telling them to commune 
at its altars and to accept the nreachiny in 
its pulpits despite any and al] false doct-ine 
and practices that prevail there. 

We cannot help calling attention to the fact 
that this demand is quite in keeping with the 
accepted and declared unionistic princip’z+ of 
the American Lutheran Church, which offic- 
ially and solemnly voiced the assvrance at 
Sandusky: (1988) that its Declaration is of 
such a nature that acceptance of it would mean 
that the Missouri Synod had agreed to a docu- 
ment which will make f<Nowship with t*e var- 
oius unorthodox Churches of the American 
Lutheran Conferences not on'y possible, but 
logically necessary, 

3) We shall urge brethren to remain cour- 
teous in offering a necessary Christian rebuff 
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to ministers of tre American Lutheran Chua a 
(as well as to others) when they ask that tH. 
unionistic and unorthodox fellowship be ee 
commended to members of the Missouri Sy17 “1 
or of the Synodical Conference, We wot%y 
never, for instance, condone letters such aie 
the following (en actual letter sent to a M4” 
souri Synod Pastor of another Luthex?”, 


Church) :- 


“This is to certify that Mr. and Mra. .... 
isalntanpedelis Of memories are members in go-- 7 
SEANCING IN creacccecseeceeeeces and are hereby, ee 
their own request, transferred tO wun 
This is so recorded as of the above date. ee 

“T may state, Partor cacciesseereee , that 
issue thig letter of transfer only because 
do not want to injure t’s souls of a ve) 7 
fine Christian family. I deplore the attitu co 
of the Missouri Synod, and the total unfaiz! © 
ness of it all, in that you readily receiv 7 
letters of transfer issued by us but curt’y x 
fuse similar letters when requested by w°7 
I have had thet occa‘ion arise several time?" 
To me it is tremendously Pharisaical,” a 

P, H. B. 


The Peril of Power! 

Brethren, there is pe-il in Ppower.-.. 
in the field of re‘igion, in the Church of Gog 
on tart’, power needs to bz: assumed, and e~-~ 
ercised, with fear and trembling. It is safa 
only in the hands of enlightened and w*o:ix- 
consecrated persons.... Many of the contro 
ver:ies in the Church, many of the schism: s 
which have torn txe Church, the bodv of Christ, 
asunder, have raged around those whose minds 
were inflated, and their souls intoxicated. by 
the posession of power, and the Inst fcr mMOre 
.-.. A man starts out with promise. He gives 
hi: best. His work is blessed. Then h: forgets: 
God's supreme part in the work. His head is 
turned. He becomes an egoist. a seeker of nl*ce, 
power, reward:. And then his rea] usefulness 
in God’s Kingdom is at an end, although he 
may still think he i: doing wonde:s.—Golladay, 


ThomaSius Gospels, p. 310, 


Evo ny 


Acceptance of the St. Louis Union Articles of 1938 
| Must Be Rescinded | 


Tom mn ee cote 


oman 


